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EXECUTNGUMMARY

TheUtahTitle IV-E Waiver Demonstratiowasdesigned taeverse a trend in which the foster care
population increasefilom 2000 to 2011, while the population receivinghomeservices decreased over
the same period.he Division of Child and Family Services (DCF&ganted to use the waiver
demonstration tincrease the number of clients receivinghomeservices and reduce the number of
children entering foster cart addition, DCFSvanted tancrease the effectivenessinfhomeservices
so thatfamilieswould make lasting changes that reedlin improved tild well-being and reduckthe
number ofchildrenthathad repeaabuse or neglech systemwide demonstration was designed which
would improve the effectiveness of caseworkers in helping families make enduring ctiaoggs
evidencebased assessmenmtcieasing protective factors, and providing commubéged services.

EVALUATION OVERVIEW

The conceptual modele evaluate@ssumd that enhanced trainirfgr caseworkersn anevidence
based assessmembuld leadto moreaccurate understandimd the neés of children and families. By
more accurately identifying needs, children and famdmsdd receivanore appropriateaseworker
interventions and communiyased service€aseworkersvould betrained to providenhancedn-home
interventionausing a potective factors frameworkhe provision of caseworker interventions and
community services to children and familigsuld lead to increased family functioning and weding.
Improvements in child welbeing and family functioningvould then lead toeductions in new incidents
of maltreatment and foster care placement.

Theabove modelvas evaluatedith process, outcome, and cost $#sdThe processstudyexaminedhe
implementation of thevaiver demonstratiohy measuringgeneraimplementatiorfactors In addition,
theimplementation of the waiver services; namely, the Batmily and Children Engagement Tool
(UFACET), Strengthening Families Protective Factors Framework (SFR&gadencebased

community servicesThe outcome study conséstof two components designed to measure the impact of
thewaiver demonstratioan welkbeing and system outcomes. The cost analysis exdihiaaelative

costs of achieving various positive outcomes, such as preventing-afittarhe placement.

SIGNIFICANT BINIGS

IMPLEMENTATION

The implementation analysis identified and described implementation of the Waiver in terms of
leadership, vision and values, environment, stakeholder involvement, organizational capacity and
infrastructure, Waiver impact, and lessoearhed throughout the process.

Overall, it was clear that DCFS focused in a sustained and significant way on quality implementation. A
number of common themes emerged across the regions. First, there was widespread agreement from
respondents that theradhbeen strong support and involvement from state leadership throughout the
Waiver implementation process. There was somewhat less certainty as to the extent to which
accountability was shared with frontline staff continuing to feel a strong sense lifyliabi

15



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019

Many respondents reported the roll out of waiver demonstration services (i.e. HomeWorks) was well
planned and welkexecuted. This was attributed to the development and active engagement of the Waiver
Leadership Team, adherence to implementati®@nse, and a quality training approach. Overall,
respondents felt that the actual rollout was done very effectively, as evidenced by the way stakeholders
were looking to its successes as lessons for future initiatives.

By the final rounds of stakeholdigterviews, there appeared to be extensiveibug the vision and

goals of the waiver, particularly within DCFS, but also increasingly among external stakeholders, such as
legal partners. Respondents from both within and outside of DCFS overwhelnppghred to be in
agreement regarding the goals of reducing foster care and keeping children in the home, as long as they
could do so safely.

There was general agreement that the introduction of eviderssal assessment tools (e.g. the SDM,
UFACET) had inproved the quality and validity of assessments completed by caseworkers. This
increased confidence among legal partners in the decisions of caseworkers.

Improved family engagement was another commonly perceived strength. This was frequently reported as
one of the main impacts of the Waiver, as it was widely recognized that HomeWorks encouraged greater
engagement with families. It was clear that HomeWodd énergized many stakeholders because of its
emphasis on genuine family engagement and doing what was best for families.

The above successes notwithstanding, there were some important implementation issues. A commonly
noted limitation was a lack of &teholder involvement in planning and decisimaking processes. Many
staff felt that there had not been sufficient effort to engage them. It was widely reported that external
stakeholders and family and youth representatives had not been directly inmghleahing and
implementation.

The other major issue was inadequate funding and resources to support waiver implementation.
Respondents reported that they were struggling to implement HomeWorks properly at their current
capacity due to insufficient sfadnd resultant high caseloads, which made it difficult to dedicate as much
time to family engagement as caseworkers ideally should. A additional barrier was critical shortages of
appropriate services, which were needed to ensure child safetyhfomia grvice cases. Given this

issues, some stakeholders were unsure of the extent to which HomeWorks could remain operational
without adequate funding, especially once the Waiver ends.

The degree to whictine waiver demonstration services wereorporated irtt the everyday practice of
caseworkers was measured using a process we have termed Saturation Assessment. The National
Implementation Research Network has provided a way to conceptualize the implementation process in
terms of moving from paper implementatj through process implementation, and finally to performance
implementation (Fixsen, Naoom, Blasé, Friedman, and Wallace, 2005). Paper implementation is defined
as the development of new policies and procedures, but only to the point that the proactics

exists on paper. Performance implementation refers to implementation that has developed to the point
where activities and programs are incorporated into daily work routines and therefore likely to impact
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outcomes. The Saturation Assessment igieesi to quantify when performance implementation has been
reachedand provide a focal indicator for Continuous Quality Improvement.

Achieving saturation means that a sufficient proportion of caseworkers are implementing the wavier
services consistently engh that changes in child and family outcomes should be measurable. In other
words, saturation observations are assessing whether or not the system changes related to the waiver
demonstration has led to the desired changes in daily casework practiedfoihehe key question for

the saturation assessment is are at least 75% of caseworkers providing waiver services at a basic level of
fidelity?

Several important findings should be noted regarding measurement of saturation. First, reaching
saturation waa challenging task for most regions. Our saturation methodology measured the degree to
which 75% of caseworkers were providing waiver demonstration services (i.e. HomeWorks) with basic
competence, not expert level performance. However, no region reatheatisn on the first assessment.

After the completion of the first saturation assessment, each region was given feedback on the areas for
which improvement was most needed. Regions that implemented later also received an overview of other
region assessmes. Implementation advice was provided also. As detailed in the general implementation
findings, each region was given flexibility by the state office in how to incorporate the implementation
guidance.

After much effort (as detailed in the implementat&valuation section), every region reached saturation

on the second assessment and the three regions that were evaluated for a third saturation assessment
successfully maintained saturation. From this, we conclude that the implementation of HomeWorks was
difficult but achievable with a sustained focus that employed many of the principles of implementation
science. Impressively, all regions that were measured for sustained saturation were successful at
achieving this stage.

OUTCOMES

The expected intermed@aoutcomes of the waiver were tfald. First, families would increase the

ability to care and protect their children by learning skills and changing related attitudes, cognitions, and
behaviors. From this change, children and families would experiemreved weltbeing after receiving
services from DCFSNhile our results suggest there may have been a small improvement in concrete
supports in the sample that received waiver demonstration services over the comparison sample, the
impact of the waiver orhke weltbeing of the families that received services should be viewed as
inconclusive due to methodological isséstailed in the full report)

Long term, the waiver demonstration was predicted to increase the number of children who are safe from
maltreatment and repeat maltreatment. In addition, more children would remain safe in their homes and
avoid placementVe evaluated these outcomesdaxamirnng the baseline and waiver data collected to

date for abuse/neglect and foster care placement outcdeesxamined outcomes from two points: at

CPS case start and-lome case start.dmome case start tracks outcomes for the specific subset of

children that receive thome waiver services. The outcomes for children in this sample indicate whether
waiver sevices are impacting the4imome population the waiver services are designed to target. The CPS
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case start is used to track outcomes for all children that enter the DCFS system. This sample is designed
to measure the goal of the waiver demonstration, naradlycing the number of children entering foster

care from any point in the system. It is possible that the waiver may be effective for children who receive
in-home services, yet not achieve overall reductions in the number of children entering fostéheare
number of children who enter foster care from CPS increases. It is important to note that the
characteristics of the ihome population is hypothesized to change because of walaged policy

decisions, whereas the characteristics of the CP8lgtogn at case start should remain relatively stable.

New Foster Care Cases frorHome Case Start

Results of this analysis were mixed. The Northern Region showed a significant decrease in new foster
care cases from both the startup period and theasiatuiperiod. Southwest, Eastern, and Western results
showed no significant difference between baseline and startup or saturation period. Salt Lake Valley
Region showed a significant increase in referrals to CPS from the start ei@méncase both dugrthe

startup period and saturation period compared to the baseline period. These initial results in Northern are
important because they suggest that increased fidelity to the HomeWorks model may lead to the desired
impact of decreasing the number of drén removed from their homes after startingname services

with DCFS. However, the impact may not be consistent across regions since the other regions were either
not significant or had a significant increase when compared to the baseline. Moren@redad to

determine a more complete picture of the changes in the regions who implemented HomeWorks later.

New Foster Care Cases from CPS Case Start

All regions demonstrated a significant increase in the percent of children who enter foster careSrom CP
start in the startip period and saturation period (where relevant) compared to the baseline. These results
demonstrate a consistent statewide trend of increasing removal after the start of a CPS case. Increasing
CPS to foster care rates could cancelaswiverwhelm the effect of the initial decrease seen-lrome to

foster care rates. For this reason, this finding is important for the agency to pay attention to moving
forward both to identify the potential causes for these increases and to iddotifynsathat expand the

reach of the HomeWorks model into CPS services.

New Supported Cases fromHiome Case Start

Results on the occurrence of new supported cases across regions largely showed no differences in the
number of new supported cases frorhagme case start with some regions demonstrating significant
decreases in startup and saturation periods (Southw§testern). These findings may be promising
considering that DCFS is theoretically managing hardéoime cases under the HomeWorks model.

New Supported Cases from CPS Case Start

Results on the occurrence of new supported cases after CPS case starixedracross regions.
Southwest in the saturation period and Eastern and Western in thgpsp@riods show no significant
difference from the baseline. Northern showed an initial significant decrease in thggiartod with an
increase during theaturation period, which Salt Lake Valley showed an initial significant increase in the
startup period with a significant decrease in the saturation period. The agency should look into region
specific factors that may be contributing to these mixed fgslin
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COSTANALYSISTUDY

The costeffectiveness study examihthe relative costs of reducing eafthome placements and findings
of abuse and neglect. The key questi@s What is the per child cost savings that arises from reductions
in new entries to owbf-home placements and findings of abuse and neglecethat after waiver
implementation? The answer to this questiaughttogether both the differences in costs that are
observed between the demonstration and comparison groups and the expected change in outcomes.

Overall and maintenance costs have shifteer the course of the Title {# Waiver Demonstration.

While not all these movements can be attributed to the project, comparing variable costs to outcomes for
the period of the demonstration using earlier time periods as a baseliegihealpderstandig if the
projectwascost effectiveWe used information about these factors to estimate the cost effectiveness by
region for each outcome and population included in the Outcome Study.

The cost effectiveness by region during the demonstration pgasdonducted for each child welfare
region.Within a region, each system outcome was evaluated for cost effectiveness. To illustrate, in the
Salt Lake Valley Region, costs were analyzed for outcomes for CPS-anthmto foster care and new
abuse/neglect. &sults that are cost effective are highlighted in green. The analysis suggests that the
waiver demonstration is cesffective for three of the five regions, namely Northern, Western, and
Eastern Regions.

Critically, the uncertainty inherent in probahiitsanalyses limitstrongconclusions. Furthermore, it was
not possible to analyze cesffectiveness after saturation for most regions. This limits the conclusions
that can be drawn of how the waiver demonstration impacted costs once full implemevaati@ached.
Therefore, the results of the cost analysis are tentative.
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SECTIONNE INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

The Utah Title IME Waiver Demonstration was designed to reverse a trend in which the foster care
population increased from 2000 to 2011, lvlthe population receivingihome services decreased over
the same period. The Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS) wanted to use the waiver
demonstration to increase the number of clients receivihgiime services and reduce the number of
children entering foster care. In addition, DCFS wanted to increase the effectivenehsrokiservices
so that families would make lasting changes that resulted in improved chideiradl and reduced the
number of children that had repeat abuse or neglexystemwide demonstration was designed which
would improve the effectiveness of caseworkers in helping families make enduring changes through
evidencebased assessment, increasing protective factors, and providing combagatyservices.

The target ppulation forthe waiver demonstratiowasfamilies receivingn-homeservicesUsing

numbers frontalendar year 2018he agency reportetie total number of adults and children receiving

in home services was 10,034, with 92% of the population repor€dwuasmsian, 17% reported as
Hispanic, and 3% each reported as Black and American Indian, and 1% each reported as Asian and
Pacific IslanderMost of the children receiving-homeservices were age 10 or younger at the beginning
of the case, and most adults were between ag&9.Ihe most prevalent conditions reported for this
population were lack of pareng skills and substance abuse. At the start of the waiver, growttetd

three percent per year in the numbers of children and adults served tim-dwgheservicesvas

forecasted

An initial analysis of the tget populabn identifiedthe sixmost prevalent foneeds of thehildren and

families, for which there is a ¢ risk of subsequent abuse or neglect and/or a greater risk for removal of
the children from home and placement in foster Clnese are: 1) family functioning, 2) substance

abuse, 3) domestic violence, 4) mental health, 5) trauma, and 6) accessdtecguqmports, such as

finances and housin@arenting needs were reported in 71% of cases in the SACWIS Management
Information SystemSupported allegations that occurred most frequemthetied to family functioning

issues, specifically physical neglechild endangerment, and reapervisionln addition, qualitative

reviews of a random sample of neglect cases (which is the most frequent reason for entry into foster care)
showed parenting or family functioning deficits in a majority of cases, ofteciatsd with other

prevalent needs.

Three components were planned to address the above Mbhedsst componentvasimplementation of

an adapted version tffie Child and Adolescent Needs and Strengths (CANS) assessment, an evidence
based child and fanyilassessmenthis assessmentalled the Utah Family and Children Engagement

Tool (UFACET)includesmental health and trauma elements, as well as additional caregiver elements for
each parenfThe assessmewntas designed tmeet the needs children andamiliesby enabling

caseworkers to more effectivajentify, plan, and engageith families

The second component of the projeetsenhanced casewar training, skills, and tools for intervening
in the home. The enhancemewesreintendedtd ncr e as e abdity te sirengtkea patestal
protective capacitiesinderstand and address trauma, and referitieecebased servicesommunity
services.
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The third component of theavier demonstratiorotus& on community resourcel.included an
assessment of the needs of the target familiesmi/antory of contracts and community resources that
address the most prevalaittheseneedsGiven he evidence showing improving family functioniisga
priority for the target population to be served undentlaiver, the agenayontracted with @arenting
program, he Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STE®)e the initial change to the array of
community services.

Thetheory of change fahe waiver was expressed by the agency in the following statements:

o0 Children and families whose needs are assessed usibf&@ET are better understood
by their @aseworkers, have more individualized case plans that address their needs, and
are more successfully able to make lasting changes that result in child safety and
improved wellbeing than children and families whose needs are assessed without an
evidence basd assessment tool.

o Children and families whose caseworkers have improved knowledge, skills, and tools on
the Strengthenind-amiliesProtectiveFactorsFrameworktrauma, anevidencebased
serviceswill benefit more from caseworker visitgregivers wi improve their ability to
protect their children and be resilient, and realize more positivebeiglly outcomes than
children and families whose caseworkers do not have this knowledge and skills.

o Children and families who participate in the evidebesed peeparentingprogram,
STEP,will have better general family functioning, improved parent/child relationships
and perceptions about childdéds behavior,
and reduced parental stress than families whogzate in traditional classroom
parenting courses or who do not participate in parenting programs at all.
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ECTIONWQ THE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

THEORY @AHANGEND LOGIC MODEL

The conceptual modéseeFigure ) we examiredassumes that enhanced training on evidenced based
assessments for caseworkers will lead to more effective assessment of and awareness of the needs of
children and families. By mor&ccurately identifying specific treatment needs, these children and
families can be referred to services that are more appropriate. In addition, the agency will work to
increase the number of evidenced based, community services to which caseworkees.dassthf,
caseworkers will be trained to provide some interventions within the home. The additional provision of
caseworker interventions and community services to children and families will lead to increased family
functioning and welbeing. Improvemes in child weltbeing and family functioning will lead to

reductions in new incidents of maltreatment and foster care placement.

22



Figure 1Utah Title IMEWaiver Demonstratiohogic Model

Component #1: Accurate
assessment of family functioning,
wellbeing, and trauma

Component #2: Effective
caseworker intervention using
methods for strengthening
family functioning and trauma

principles.

Component #3: Effective
programmatic intervention using
evidenced based, community

servicegargeting the most
common six issues of concern|for
DCFS clients

ShortTerm Outcomes

Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019

Activities

CREATE training and practice support tools:
1 UFACET assessment

1 Assessment to intervention support tool
9 Service directory and information tool

SELECT caseworkers for training

TRAIN caseworkers on:

1) UFACET assessment

2) Assessment to intervention practice support tool

3) Caseworker Interventions

9 Strengthening Families Protective Factor
Framework

 Trauma informed care

4) Evidenced based interventions
Which evidenced based practices are effective
for identified concerns of children and families

i How to utilize the service directory to make
referrals to evidenced based interventions

PRACTICE/COACHING opportunities including:
9 Supervision and coaching
T Skills practice and role playing

Community, stakeholder, and DCFS personnel
outreach

Intermediate Outcomes

Caseworker conduct more accurate
assessments of family functioning and

trauma

Outputs

Caseworkers demonstrate KNOWLEDGE of:
1 UFACET

 Case worker skills

{ Evidenced based interventions

Caseworkers demonstrate increased
UNDERSTANDING of how:

1 UFACET

1 Case worker skills

helps them become transformational agents

Caseworkers demonstrate PERFORMANCE by

correctly:

1 Conducting UFACET assessments

1 Using the assessment to intervention support
tools to choose interventions

1 Conducting caseworker interventions

9 Providing appropriate referrals to evidenced
based community services

Gaps in community based services are identified in
priority service areas in different geographic region:
the state

Buy-in from community, stakeholders, and DCFS
personnel

LongTerm Outcomes

Families increase their capacity to care for and protect their children
by learning skills and changing attitudes, cognitions and behaviors

Caseworkers establish effective working

alliances with Families

More families receive evidenced based
services from caseworkers and community

based services

DCFS has more complete information on the 1
needs of its clients and available services i

Children are safe from
maltreatment/repeat
maltreatment

Children and families experience improved Wwelhg while
receiving services from DCFS

Children remain safe in
their homes and avoid
placement

DCFS utilizes assessment and service directory information to:

Develop service contracts and agency partnerships
Develop service contracts and agency partnerships that

increases the availability of eviderz@sed, community services
1 DCEFS increases consistency of practice across the state, regions,

and offices.

AssumptionsEnhanced training on evidenced based assessments for caseworkers will lead to more effective assessment of and awaneeeds of t
children and families. By more accurately identifying specific treatment needs, these children and families can be reéevieestthat are more
appropriate. In addition, the agency will work to increase the number of evidenced based, corsenitgs to which caseworkers can refer. Lastly,
caseworkers will be trained to provide some interventions within the home. The additional provision of caseworker in®amhtommunity services to
children and families will lead increased family functioning anebeiely. Improvements in child wling and family functioning will lead to reductions in
new incidents of maltreatment and foster care placements.
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OVERVIEWF THEVALUATION

The Social Research Institute (SRitheCollege of Social Worland the Department of Economics at

the University of Utahthe Kempe Center for the Prevention and Treatment of Child Abuse and Neglect,
Department of Pediatrics, Univetssiof Colorado School of Medicine, and the Louis de la Part Florida

Mental Health Institute (FMHI), University of South Florida conéadt he eval uati on of Ut ;
E waiverdemonstration

The evaluationvasstructured into processutcome and cat studies. The process study exandittee
implementatiorof thewaiverdemonstratioin terms of cultural and environmental factors, stakeholder
involvement, oversight and monitoring, contextual and environmental factors, barriers to implementation
and lessons learned throughout the process. It also includes an examination of workimeaiocd!

climate measures that have been demonstrated to predict implementation success.

The second part of the process evaluadtofed at the implementation of the specific waiver
components; namely theplementation oinevidencebased assessmetite Utah Family and Children
Engagement Tool (UFACETgnhancedh-homeservices using the Strengthening Families Protective
Factor Framework (SFPFRnd evidencdased community services

The process study report concludes with aessaent of what wealve termed saturationsessment.

The National Implementation Research Network has provided a way to conceptualize the implementation
process in terms of moving from paper implementation, thru process implementation, and finally to
performance implementati (Fixsen, Naoom, Blasé, Friedman, and Wallace, 2005). Paper
implementation is defined as the development of new policies and procedures but only to the point that
the program or practice exists on paper. Performance implementation refers to implemtraatias
developed to the point where activities and programs are incorporated into daily work routines and
therefore likely to impact outcomes. The Saturation Assessment is designed to quantify when
performance implementation has been reached. asratkended to provide a focal continuous quality
improvement indicator.

The outcome study consistof two components designed to measure the impact ofadheer
demonstratioron welkbeing and system outcomes. The viring analysis measutehangesn family
functioning and welbeing for families during the time a child and his or her caregivers are receiving
services. The design approaghsa two group, preto post seHreport.

The system outcomes evaluation exardiregluctions of subsequent fescare placements and instances
of substantiated abuse or maltreatment. The evaluation design cdrigaoeitcomes for children and
families who received services before and after the waiver implementatiemnesigrwasa quasi
experimental comparisdretween the baseline angivergroups using hierarchical linear modeling to
control for both individual and family level characteristics. This design alas to create a baseline for
each office as well as to control for systematic changes that hafgtewide to botlwaiverand
comparison offices over time.
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The cost analysisxamines the relative costs of achieving various positive outcomes, such as preventing
an outof-home placement. The key question is: What is the per child cost savingssthafram

reductions in new entries twt-of-homeplacements that result after waiver implementation? The answer

to this question brings together both the differences in costs that are observed between the demonstration
and comparison groups and the expd@hange imutof-homeplacements.

DATASOURCES ANDATACOLLECTIOMETHODS

Results from thémplementation evaluatioarebased on data collected fromalseholder interviews

relevant stakeholders at both the state and regional tevew ofstateand regionaleadershipcase
staffings Data was collected by the University of Utah and analyzed by the University of South.Florida
The training ewluationresults are based on observationgafouswaivertrainings, presentations,
workgroups, leadership meetings, and staffit@sservations were completed with a structured checklist.
In addition, tke relevant portions of theaiver trainings weralso reviewedData for the community
services needs and services assessment wadeolfemm caseworker surveys administered by the
agency, telephone interviews with contracted providers, and UFACET assessments collected from the
SACWIS systemSaturation assessment data was collected by the University of Utah using a checklist.

Well-being data was collected using a telephone administered sldagyfor the systems outcomes was
calected from the SACWIS system and included case information needed to examine outcontes from
separate events: CPS case startiadfitbmecase startThe cat analysis data was collected from the
ageng Oesisting financial database

BEVALUATIOSAMPLES

For the process study, implementation data was collected from stakeholders across the state, ihcluding a
state and regional administrators involved in tlaéver implementation and a random sample of
caseworkerérom each child welfare regioithe training sample included athseworkers who received
training on the interventions thaerepart of thewaiver demonstratiar-or the community services
needs andervices assessmetite sample consisted all caseworkers participating in theaiver
demonstrationcommunity service providers with contractsifehomeservices, and UFACET
assessments. The STEP peer parent programvdafeom observations of aandom sample of peer
parent sessions across the state aturation assessmentsbased on observations of 20 caseworkers
who were randomly sampled in each region that had completed the initial training period.

For the outcome study veell-being sampm@ comprisd primary caregivers with recently openeehome
cases with DCF& thewaiver demonstratiopilot regionand asimilar comparison regiomwas collected
Thesystemoutcome sampleras developed frorohildrenwith new cases opened by DCFS that receive
in home services or foster cafebaseline group of cases prior to the waiver demonstration start was
compared to a group of case that received waiver services.

The cost study sampdrom federal fscal years (FFY2014 and 2015 usingverall DCFS Title IVE
allowable andvaiverbaseddemonstration project costs mcluded in Part 3 of the G&96 report
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DATAANALYSIBLAN

For the process evaluatiomplementation data were analyzed using a qualitative approach that looked at
six overarching domains that provide a framewaork for conceptualizing systems change:
Leadership/Commitment, Vision/Values, Environment, Stakeholder Involvement, Organizational
Capacity/Infrastructure, and Waivémpact.Analysis of the UFACET, SFPF, and STEP parenting

program was based on adherence measures developed for each of these wavier components as fidelity
instruments had not been developeatugation assessment was conddaising a structured checklist

that measured dividual caseworkefidelity. Only the basic fidelity itemwerescored to determine

initial fidelity.

For the outcome evaluationgiirbeing data was analyzég measuring pre to post changbe system
outcomes were assesagging hierarchical linear modeling to control for both individual famdily level
characteristicsThis approachallowedus to create a baseline for each office as well as to control for
systematic changes that happen statewidettoviaiverand comparison offices over time.

The study team adhered to human subjects protection requirdoregitslata collection andnalyses

SUBSTUDY

The purpose of the decisionaking substudy was to see if characteristics of CPS caseworkdteand
environment in which they work predict the removal decisions they make. The study was proposed when
it became clear that increased numbers of children were entering foster care directly from CPS. The goal
of the substudy was supply information whichE8Ccan use to implement policy changes and other
interventions to reduce unwanted variation in removal decisions.

LIMITATIONS

The evaluation approachdaeveral limitations. Given that the analysis of outcomes is based on a quasi
experimental design using cohorts that are not randomly assigned to interventions, the possibility of
unknown factors affecting any differences between groups is always possible.

Another limitation is time. Systetwide change is slow and the outcomes measured require a large

amount of data collected over the span of multiple years to detect effects. In addition, it took a significant
amount of time for each region to reach saion after the startup period, which is when we expected to
begin to see the impact of waiver services on outcomes. Additionally, the outcomes of new foster case or
new substantiated abuse after case start required at least one year of follow up ttetaeFeasons, the
saturation period was not included in the outcome analysis for the Western and Eastern Regions. The lack
of follow up data in several regions makes makes our conclusions about the impact of wavier
demonstration services more tentativer this reason, we recommend the state continue to look at these
outcomes in the future.

For practicality, the cost study is limited to data which the agency already collects. This limits the
conclusions that may be drawn when computing the costs wfdiver demonstration.
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SECTIORHREERPROCESS STUDY

The study of the implementation of the Utah TitleEMvaiver child welfare demonstration projecis
divided intothe following componentdl) implementatiorevaluation, 2Jmplementation of the evidence
based assessmeiihe UFACET 3)implementation of enhanced caseworker skillse SFPF
Framework 4) communityservicesmplementationand 4)saturationassessment.

IMPLEMENTATI@AVALUATION

KEYRESEARCRUESTIONS

The goal of tkimplementation analysiwas to identify and describe implementation ofwhzaver in

terms of leadership, vision and values, environment, stakeholder involvement, organizational capacity and

infrastructurewaiverimpact, and lesms learned throughout the procdesaddition, the analysis

explored the agencyb6s ef fwavertadivitiesThispidalaapartipresgntsa n d

findings from stakeholder interviews conducted throughout the couvgaiwdrimplementéon at both
the state and regional levelandings are presented by region and explore changes in implementation
capacity over time.

The key questiongere
0 What was the planning process for ti@ver demonstratich
0o Who was involved iwaiverimplementation and how were they trained?

0o What were the confounding social, economic and political forces coincidingvaitter
implementation?

0 What challenges were encountered during implementation and how were they overcome?

SAMPLE

Stakeholders interviewiacluded leadership from theffice of the Attorney Genergjudges, GALsstate
andregionalDCFS leadershiasavorkersupervisors, CP8aseworkersin-homecaseworkersandpeer
parents. Respondents had worked in the field for a range of severaknm@athyears. Identified roles
speci fi c -EWaivét brtdoméVorkdimylementation varied considerably due to the variety of
key stakeholders included in the analysis. Examples are detailed in the section below.

TheOffice of the Attorney Generataff saw themselves most often in the role of helping to make
decisions during case staffings regarding whether to remove a child andfif@meservices. These
stakeholders discussed how their role had changed bddaos#/Norksmplementation shifted the

theory Dbehind petition and removal deci si ons,;
a little bit. | noticed that in the staffings.
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Child welfare administrators, whether they worked at the state, regionalnty level, saw their role

with HomeWorksfalling into six primary domains: problem solving and conflict resolution, team players
in system coordination with internal and external stakeholders, maintaining ongoing education on topics
relevant to thevaivergoals and mentoring, supervising and providing technical assistance to staff,
leading and motivating staff, developing assessment tools such as UFACET, and monitoring quality and
financial indicators, initiating improvement as appropriate. A clealirig from the data was that child

welfare administrators were key driversHomeWorks mp |l ement ati on. One CWA exp
barrier busting; if there are some barriers that come up that might have to do with community partners or
other DHS entiteshten | try to step in. o0 MaomeWdakeVAs had sign

implementation because of their role in organizing and participating in trainings, such as regularly

occurring brown bag meetings where they lead revieMooheWorksprinciples relevanto each case

staffing. One region found that visiting another region proved an effective training opportunity as they
could Il earn from their success. OneHoGaMWhrkssSg pl ai ned
that was really a good, good, good expetenc we had a chance to ask quest|
Those in monitoring and oversight capacities gave examples of determining client eligibility for services,
monitoring the state budget fBlomeWorks contract monitoring and accounting for furedgended and

projected.

Regional administratiosaw their role wittHomeWorkdargely falling into three domains: leadership of
HomeWorksrollout and ongoing implementation efforts, staff supervision, and increasing capacity of the
system to maintain more children safely in their homes.&n@nistratoe x p| ai ned, Al super
program administrators of our intake, prevention, GR8pmeservices, and domestic violence. | was

brought over as thie-homeprogram administrator with the [primary] task of implementing a imew

homepr ogram to bol ster our efforts to keep more chi
saw hemselves as the point person or go between in liaising withiateleadership team and coaching

their own staff on the ground. As a supervisor ex
it implemented and coach our staff. I've geefin-homeworkers, so it's been my responsibility to coach

them, try to get them onboard and let them know everything is going to be okay. Hold their hand a little
bit. o

Supervisors ofaseworkersnaintained a similar coaching role to program manageissaw themselves
reviewing their case workerds decisions and actio
whetherHomeWorksprinciples were being implemented.

Caseworkersnost often mentioned two primary rolesHomeWorksmplementain: learning

HomeWorksprinciples and implementing them to prevent children from coming into foster care, and

learning how to use the UFACET assessment tool for making case decisiaraseMiorkerterviewed
hadin-homecaseloads but often carried feistare cases as wellaseworkersvho identified as CPS
caseworkerslirectly appliedHomeWorksprinciples at the time of an-homeinvestigation in an effort to

partner with parents and provide the services to a family in a voluntary capacity. A CR$ work

expl ained, ifiWe make the first initial cont act t he
don't come into working long term with CPS. So we do a lot oHibreWorksin the front, in the
beginning. 0 Spesewdrkerstresed thelt Fola i@ Ensuring the assessments are
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conducted in a timely manner as a case transitions from CPS to the adjudication hearing and then to the
ongoing case worker.

DATASOURCES ANDATACOLLECTION

Stakeholder interviews were conducted in peiwoloy phone with stakeholders from the Statéce and

from each of the five regions at multiple time points. The number of data collection points varied by
region based on theaiverroll-out, whereby implementation began with a pilot in the NorthernoReg

and then expanded to additional regions one at a Timses, there were four rounds of interviews

completed with the Norther Region, three rounds of interviews with the Southwest Region, and two
rounds of interviews each with the Salt Lake Valley, &astand Western Regiori3uring each data

collection point, a variety of stakeholders were selected to participate in the interviews, including
administrators, supervisors, caseworkers, and external stakeholders such as judges, guardians ad litem,
and atbrneys, in order to represent diverse perspectives from the local child welfare systems.

The purpose of these interviews was to assess current implementation statuwgofehaend the
contextual factors that may enhance or impede the implementatioavediver servicesThe interviews
focused on implementation strategies that were used, supports and resources that were utilized,
stakeholder involvement iwvaiverplanning and implementation, training, oversight and monitoring,
contextual and environmental factors, andfgoditators and barriers encountered during
implementation, as well as the steps taken to address these barridysp@eeix Bfor interview
protocok). During the final rounds of interviews, questions were added regarding the sustainability of
HomeWorls and other services implemented throughvilagver. Interviews were audioecorded with

the permission of participantBor participants who declined to be audiecordechotes were taken by the
interviewer Audio files were uploaded to a secure site tirediles were then transcribed for coding by
the University of South Florida.

DATAANALYSIS

Interview data were coded using six overarching domains that provide a framework for conceptualizing
systems change: Leadership, VisamdValues, EnvironmenStakeholder Involvement, Organizational
Capacityand Infrastructureand Waiveimpact.We explain the factors measured in each domain in the
following paragraphs.

Domain Definitions

The first domain examined issadershipLeadership is crucial in estigghing and promoting the vision

for change, creating a sense of urgency around this vision, and creatiimgfbiughe change effort at all
levels of the systenBystems change is most likely to be successful when key leaders are engaged and
committed tathe change effort and share accountability for achieving systems change outcomes.
Interviews explored stakeholder perspectives regarding the inclusion of key leaders in the project and
their commitment to the systems change effort, and the extent to thieiehis shared accountability

across key stakeholder groups for child outcomes.
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Leaders from all levels of the system need to be involved and supported in the implementation process.
Leaders must be committed to establishing a vision for changengreatense of urgency, and

authorizing the project management team to carry out the vistawlers must be champions for change

at all levels of the system within the agency and among stakeholders, consumers, and the community.
They must have a plan fatrategically aligning values, practices, policies, and resources to achieve
identified outcomes that is developed and continuously monitored through ongoing evaltaioalso
communicate results and feedback on progress toward building shared adtityuiataintcomes.

The next key domain necessary for implementing sustainable systems change i¥ista@reshd Values
to guide the systems change eff@apacity in this domain entails consensus among leaders and
stakeholders on the vision for changed a shared understanding of the values and principles that
provide a framework for the systems changee vision defines the goals of the change effort and the
approach that will be taken to achieve those goals, while core valupsirazidles provide a supportive
framework that guides this wortakeholders were asked to describe their vision and values for the
systems change effort, and the extent to which they felt this vision was shared across the system.

The third element examed isEnvironmentIn the context of systems change, the environment refers not
so much to the physical environment (which typically cannot be changed but must be worked within) but
rather the political, social, and cultural environment in which sergcegrovidedBuilding

environmental capacity entails ensuring that there is political will and community readiness and
acceptance for the identified changes, and fostering an organizational and system culture that promotes
open communication and creatigeblem solving to identify and address barriers, resistance, and

conflict that may hinder successful implementation of the change dffiotludes development of
systemwide structures to support implementation and shared accountability across sys$tersp
Interviewees were asked to discuss what environmental factors they believed will support the systems
change effort and what factors may hinder the success and sustainability of the systems change.

The fourth domainStakeholderd nvolvementis important to the success of systems change, as
stakeholders are often those mdiséctly impacted byhe change and those who will be expectechioy

out the changes in policy and practice on the groindaging stakeholders is a strategy for building
systemwide support, and helps to ensure that the implementation project will be culturally responsive to
the needs of diverse stakeholders within the child welfare syStapacity in this domain means actively
involving both internal stakeholders (e.g.ldhivelfare managers, supervisors, and direct service staff)
and external stakeholders (e.g. service providers, schools, courts, mental health, juvenile justice, and
family and youth organizations) in planning, implementation, evaluation, and decialdrng.

Caregivers, families, anchildren furthermore, should be engaged to ensure that the systems change
effort meets their needs and is culturally responsiterviews assessed what stakeholders were involved
in the systems change project and what stalkleinsstill need to be included.

The Organizational Capacity and Infrastructudmmain focuses otie capacities thatnustdirectly

support implementatioand sustainability of thevaiver demonstratiarAnalysis of organizational

capacity and infrastructure examines the development and implementation of policies and procedures that
support effective practice, provision of training, shillilding, coaching, supervision, and technical

assistance to suppatfective implementation of practice changes, and the availability and use of data
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and oversight processes to monitor implementation and support continuous quality improVement.
analysis identified strengths, challenges, sungigestions to improve orgaizational capacity.

Two components were added to the Organizational Capacity and Infrastructure domain during the

evaluation: saturation and sustainability. The evaluation team developed an observation tool to assess
whether saturation haztcurred in a regiorAchieving saturation means that a sufficient proportion of

caseworkers are implementikpmeWorksconsistently enough that changes in child and family

outcomes as a result of practice should be measyi2bieils are provided in th@aturation

Measurement section). During the interviews, respondents were asked about factors and strategies that

helped their officeante gi on t o achieve saturation, which was ¢
are routinely usingtdomeWorks Burthemore, respondents were asked about the factors they believed

would support the ongoing sustainabilityrddmeWorksbeyond thevaiver.

Thefinal domain iswaiver ImpactThis domain examinesays in which child protective services (CPS),
casework, and s@pvisory practice have been affected by the implementatiblowfe\Works ways in
which implementation has impacted the court system including judges, attorneys and GALSs, ways in
which child safety and child and family wddeing have been impacted BpmeWbrksand impacts on
morale and client characteristics.

Analyic Procedures

Stakeholder interview data was transcribed and analyzed with Kt&2, a qualitative analysis

computer software program. The analysis was conducted by classifying resptmseslés that
comprehensively represent all participants06 respo
in an iterative process aimed at achieving consistent understanding and coding of the interview

transcriptsln six rounds of coding andiscussion, team members reviewed a total of ten randomly

selected transcript3hrough tleiterative process of coding, comparison, and discussion, definitions were
refined and the coding team established consistency among tmd@rémize rater bias ahimprove the

accuracy oflata outputAgreement was informally calculated by dividing the total matched codes by the

total number of codes between two reviewers (McHugh, 2@r&)e agreement between and among

reviewers reached 65%, reviewers indepengaaitied transcripts.

Codes were analyzed in terms of their relation to other themes, resulting in families of codes that were
related in terms of topid@.his process was reiterated until an overall structure was created that captured
t he par tpgerencesantoldsdaringthe intervieWsio significant amount of data clustered
arounda particular code, il area vasleft out of the analysis due tbelimited importance in the

interview responsed.hus, the most commonly found patterns tremes from the interviews are

reported.

RESULTS

Implementation results are presented first for the state level administradltmwing thatresultsfor
each regiorare presentenh order of implementation rollout starting with Northern, followed hyy th
Southwest, Salt Lake Valley, Western, and Eastern respectively.
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State Level Results

A state level analysis of the Utah-B/Waiver implementation has been compiled from data spanning the
entirewaiverperiod.These findings are comprised of data fraarfrounds of stakeholder interviews

with DCFS administrators and observations from the Waiver Leadership Team (WAETWLT is

comprised of individuals at the DCFS State Office who are responsible for planning, implementation, and
decisionmaking relatedo the IV-E Waiver throughout the stateuring these meetings, regional and

state level administrators discussed the progress of major initiatives with regagdvaiver

implementation and evaluatioAll data sets are strongly representative of upgel administrators

from the state office.

Interviews were completed within the following timeframes: December 2013 through January 2014
(N=12), February 2015 through March 2015 (N=8), February 2017 through March 2017 (N=6), and June
2018 through Augus2018 (N=5).The WLT meeting observations (N=42) occurred between April 1,

2014 and March 12, 2018 at multiple intervals each year, and with greater frequency in the first two
years.

Interview respondents had been working for DCFS for a range of fiveetawentytwo yearsAt the

time of the final round of interviews, all respondents had been in their positions for a minimum of five

years and most had been with DCFS for 10 ormore yleadtse nt i f i ed r ol e-EWaivereci f i ¢
implementationncluded project management, administrative support and technical assistance provision

to the regional offices, development and provision of training, fiscal oversight, and assessing and

monitoring program fidelityObservations from these meetings, aloritty whe stakeholder interviews,

were analyzed together using a syst@masnge framework.

Leadership

During thefirst round of interviewsthere was wide agreement that leadership foHivaeWorksproject
was very strong in terms of commitment, involvemeand accountability. Members of the WLT were

described as a fAreally comprehensive team, 0 and t
successful implementation of the projeldte integration of regional leaders into the team was described

as filoeyw | ot of Regibnalleadersveere desanitiea very positively, especially in terms of
accountability: Aregion | eadership has really own
families i n tSeveralinterviewes notee that leaders abmultiple levels were taking
responsibility for the project amdntdlreadt. 0l eader shi

In reflecting on the implementation process, some respondents pointed out that it would have been even
more hepful to have upper departmental leaders from outside of DCFS (i.e., from Division of Substance
Abuse and Mental Health or Department of Workforce Services or Department of Health) sit on the WLT

in order to better prepare those entities to supportthe progn a nd t lgcals.Althoughtheé on 6 s
perspective about leadership was consistently strong, some respondents highlighted that, at times, people

in regional administratiopositions did not have sufficient understandinglomeWorksto be able to

Afspeak to the program mor e e Intergaweates also reflectedsaapeci al |
need to address supervisors who were not suppattingeWorksor did not express very much biry
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It was evident from theecond round of interviewbat there was a continuing theme of upper level
administrators in all regions being seen as very engadgednreWorksintegration.The WLT was

perceived as being very effective, with a high level of isitgrand commitmeniThere were frequent
discussions of the helpfulness of creating workgroups and including staff from all régpevesver, there

was increasing concern about individuals holding key roles who were not very engaged; respondents
focused egsecially the CWAs, who were frequently described as having a crucial role in the success of the
program, especially in offices where bimywas lacking.

During thethird round of interviewsrespondents generally perceived that project leadership had bee

very strong State levehdministratorsvere involved from the beginning with the design and planning of
thewaiverandhad been active participants in workgroups and the WLT meetiipger administration

was described as very hanois and supportivepf example, it was reported that state level leadership

met regularly with regional administrative teams and conducted brown bags with staff throughout the
regions.One interviewee described it as an unprecedented level of support from the State Office
conmpared to previous initiative$here was also an expressed perception that DCFS had been particularly
effective in sustaining support and interest in the projectierg. At the same time, there was a sense
among some respondents that top leadershif dmimore engaged; for example, while they supported

the vision, they had not necessarily been champiortddoreWorks As one interviewee explained,

iAnwWhat happens, particularly in | arge agencies, it
timesthe responsibility falls on thatgrofh en i n fact, it needs to be sha
would ask them and i f you ask me, therRubtlskat a tr e me
isnét all thatoés required. o

During thethird round of interviewsinterviewees identified strategic planning astrangthof thewaiver
leadershipRespondents emphasized that extensive planning occurred prior to implemeA&tae.
individual explained,

| think when we start things, we plan to thetail. Which is necessary, particularly with the
Demonstration ProjectVe started out with, | believe, weekly meetings if | recall correttly.
think we had weekly IVE meetingsSo from a detailed, howo methodology standpoint, we
planned the thing tdeath And it needed to happe¥ou needed that kind of detail and that kind
of planning.

Another respondent added that one thing that was different about this effort compared to previous
statewide initiatives was the use of implementation sciélftieindividual described the process as
involving more careful and deliberate planning, with a focus on sustainability from the beginning.

Strategic planning continued to be a major function of the WLT, as evidenced from meeting observations
duringYear 4 (@tober 2016 September 2017Planning foci included the development and delivery of
traumainformed training and development of trauma treatment resources, as well as planning for the
remainder of thevaiverperiod.As thewaiverapproached its fifth year, leadership discussions examined
the need to establish specific criteria for definivegver successSome discussion also revolved around

how to best focus the direction of the WLT meetings at this stage in the initiEltirgroup agreed that,

in addition to continuing to develop major initiatives like trauma resources, it would be most beneficial to
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use the meetings to highlight innovations and successes across régenalso stressed the importance
of staying abreast ofvaluation efforts to ensure that statewide activities aligned with those being
evaluated.

Finally, most respondents in ttidrd round of interviewsonveyed the perception that there was shared
accountability for thevaiverat all levels of the agency @meadershipAs described previously, they

perceived that there was good support provided by the State Office to the regions, and that the leadership

had taken an active role throughout the implementation prdtdss. f e e | |l i ke itéds owned
| eadership and administrationodo one respondent exp
beeninvolvedThey 6ve gone to our national meeti @Ogs; they
regional administration, | think they really el personal ownership for implementing in their regions.

So, I feel I i ke i tAbthe sane tinge, reshoaderdsdackaotviedgdd the liakdlity e | s . 0
concern at the frodtne. In the following narrative, a respondent alludes to the efiimnts the State

Office to provide reassurance:

There's been some concerns, you know, in terms of that, almost the shared accountability related

to the |l iability pi eio-lkofhessnacesear gettirg the kidfhomealitler e d o
bit quicke; you know, what if things go south, what is the worst outcofef?ild fatality or

something, you knowDoes administration have your back and sudhihk the messaging has

been thatl think it's been demonstrated in a variety of different w&gs.lwould hope’ my

hope is that it's feeling better than it has been in the past at the region level, the worker level.

While most respondents seemed confident in the extent of shared accountability, there were still some
perceptions that if something néiga happened, there would be fingminting. The following concern
was relayed by one respondent:

I think it [shared accountability] varies dramatically. t hi nk when, for i nstanc
small group of people, the accountability appearstiobe t hi s one sBatlthbabdapgphd
a little bit like government, in general, righ$®, numbers are good, we are all accountable for it.
Numbers are bad, thereb6s a sNwanble rgsr caurpe ogfo opde o p
in and resposible foritNu mber s ar e bad, Andthatislthe §raning paiosof t he r
an agency.

Similarly, another respondent noted that DCFS was happy to take credit for the succdsses\Wwbrks

to date, but it remained unclear how the Divisiaruld respond to adverse outcomes should they arise.
This uncertainty remained, even among some at the State Office, about the extent to which shared
accountability for thevaiveroutcomes truly existed.

During thefinal round of interviewsstakeholderstahestatelevel expressed a tremendous amount of
buy-in for HomeWorksand saw many positive aspects of the initiatB®me respondents commented on
the attentiorHomeWorkshad brought to the basic philosophy of child welfare, suggesting that it allowed
the Division to reorient staff to a more meaningduland ultimately more effectideway of supporting
families.One interviewee elaborated on the difference in approachHiteeWorksmplementation:
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I | ove t he ener greatithiathe regionsd, sort bf the enthusiasm, theh e

changes in the conversations that really are trying to get rid of the negative stereotypes toward
familiesé | want it to always be thidthimkessage
tha 6 s what | | éloeWdrkse most about

Several stakeholders in tfiral round of interviewsommented that, althoudttomeWorksbegan as a

project that focused dn-homecases, it had penetrated beyond those boundaries and helped bring
attention to vays that children in foster care need to be kept safe as well, since foster care still needs to be
a functioning system:

I love the concepl.love the movement.love the focusl love the attentionl. love trying to help
people be in a bett@osition.| love trying to get families together or back togeti@r. if not, |

love for home to work for an adoptive kidove for a foster home to workike, for me, | love

that i tds what i tn-heamememeatesthroughtthe assspeatruhafc us on
servicesEven foster care.

Some respondents descridddmeWorksas a figenuinely good idead and s
of the program as being Apurposef ul and intention
underlying cages of problems, rather than trying to treat the problems at the surfac® tsitle

appraisal oHomeWorkswas also based on the development of tgjghlity assessments for child safety

and individual and family functioning.

During WLT meetings towals the end of 2017, administrators acknowledged strengthened relationships
between the state office and regional offices and discussed measures to maintain those improvements for

the sake of sustainingomeWorksefforts. It was also decided that it waspartant to continue holding

| eadership team meetings in order to HomeWorksai n a ¢

Vision and Values

Feedback related to the vision and values foHbmeWorksproject during thédirst and second rounds

of interviewsfocused largely on what elements respondents saw as necessary to continue the strong
momentum from initial implementatio@ne interviewee noted that even though the project was
Afgruelingo at first and it econepdrtdfptadidedgheyneedleadso f or t
keep up the energy in order to continue to be succeSsfularly, several responses highlighted the need

to continuously assess capacity and bSmeaaware of h
comments pinted to a vision of a truly preventative system of care so that abuse and neglect did not
occur.Other respondents focused their attention on the need for broader support from the state and

political realm, and one noted the desire toldemeWorkdeading to national legislation that would

direct funding to supporh-homeservices better and in a more permanent capdvgrall, interviewees

agreed that the vision of having fewer children removed and providing stiofygmeservices to

families waghe ultimate goal, and getting to that point would take greater amounts of time, energy, and

effort on the part of all involved.

From thethird round of interviewsrespondents described the rationale for th& [Waiver as evolving
from a recognition theoutof-home care had been increasing in the state and there was a desire to reverse
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this trend.Several interviewees noted that part of the impetus was the result of an audit, which led to a
legislative mandate to reduce foster care and balstesmeservicesThi s occurred prior t
application for thavaiverAs one i nterviewee expressed, fAlt just
offer enough to families to give their children a chance to stay home, or to really support théneafter

go homeAnd so, that was kind of the initial impetustddbmeWorks According to respondents, DCFS

had already begun working towards enhancingrtieomeservices program, and tixaiverwas seen as

an opportunity to build on that initiative.

Also in thethird round of interviewsthe personal desires of respondents with regard waherwere
generally aligned with what they described as the
foster care, 2) reducing recidivism, 3) improvingessment of family needs and strengths, 4) developing
community resources and caseworker skills to effectively address family needs, and 5) increasing parental
capacity to care for their childreRespondents expressed that they would like tanshemeservices

become an effective alternative to removal, with families achieving sustainakdeiffieiency.i We 6 r e
trying to really stop that cycle of families wher
added.There was also a desire to estsiblbetter communication with legal partners and to see some
restructuring of the system overall, towards a greater focus on the substance and quality of casework

rather than excessive documentation.

Respondents were also in agreement that, for the masthgavision for thevaiverandHomeWorks

was shared across all levels of the system and had remained consistent over time. The primary change
identified by respondents during this round of interviews was an increased understanding of the various
componats ofHomeWorks such as the UFACET, SDM, and protective factors, and the applicability of
this framework across the spectrum of child welfare serviodhis way,HomeWorksconcepts were
increasingly being applied beyoimdhomeservices to CPS, fosteare, and even adoption caddsst
respondents perceived that the majority of stakeholders, both within DCFS and externally, were on board
with the philosophy oHomeWorks as expressed in the following narrative:

| can't think of an example yet, whexe've encountered anyone from Judges, administration,
staff, that aren't supportive of this concept of, you know, safely reducing the need for foster care,
helping parents, promoting familids seems to fit very well, not only with the state culturef[bu
also] it's supported by statuteo, | think the vision has kind of been the easiest part of it, in terms
of ¢ across the board support.

While there was acknowledgement in thid round of interviewshatin-homeservices were not

appropriate for all @ses, the vision to keep children home when it was appropriate to do so was perceived
as being generally supportdtwas reported that there were still some skeptics, particularly judges, who
wanted to see more evidence of success before they fully tioyglut the level of support was viewed

as improvingSome of the preliminary positive outcomes were believed to be facilitating greater uptake

of the vision.

For two respondents from tlieird round of interviewsthere was still some uncertainty redjag
maintenance of the visio@ne individual conveyed a sense that some drift had occurred, emphasizing the

need to ensure ongoing communication and reinforcement of the vision:
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I think itdéds very eas ySotwheneheaanyhgidbrandrtew,i n t he or
because you have to have so much buyoff with stakeholders, | think there is an initial vision that
everyone gravitates tés business as usual occurs, we dAfid | think one thing that we are

very good at is addressing the needs efftimily. And one thing we are really bad at is the

organizational development end of keeping everyone informed.

Another respondent reiterated the need for consistency and repetition in communicating the vision to
stakeholders in order to ensure it waggnated with practice and sustained over time.

During thefinal round of interviewsstakeholders from thetatelevel consistently reported two aims of
theHomeWorksinitiative: to increase the capacity of DCFS to help parents safely care for thedieghil

in the home, and to safely reduce the need for foster@aree r espondent el aborat ed,
[the goal] most simply as our efforts to help parents be in a position to safely nurture and care for their

own childrenAnd ultimately, trytoaf el y reduce t he n eFartherrhooerthef ost er ¢
saw this goal as being achieved by improving available servioethin-homeand for foster caré and

improving the skill level of staff to help them have better interactions with fanriiliwas also noted that,

although the trauma of removal was a catalyst for implemehtiomgeWorks t he Leader shi p t
understanding of the prevalence of trauma had grown significantly oweather period and remained

central to sustaining thdomeWorks philosophy.

Much of the discussion around vision and values from this set of interviews revolved around whether a

shared vision oHomeWorksexisted within DCFS and the larger commun&takeholders widely agreed

that within the Division, almost everyone from the frontibaseworkerso stateleadership shared in the

goal of providingn-homeservices to families as much as possible to keep childrerRedpondents
describetHomeWorksas bei ng Aful ly embr ac e dnostpeoplevithict i vel y e
DCFS and attributed this to the Division having a strong overarching message about the initiative:

I feel l' i ke for the first ti me sgenoyovasworkinge wor k
together to try to accomplish that ga@b, | would say that from the very top down there was a
cohesiveness around what we were trying to do, what we were trying to accodupdish.

everyone had a really good understanding of whatliaswe were trying to do with

HomeWorks And then again everyone was working togetiénere previously, | think we all

kind of had our silos and our little individual things that we didd this was a way to kind of

bring all of that together and haveegyone work on that common goal.

Some outliers to this shared vision and goal includesgworkersy h o may sti |l |l - have dApur
orient edo a tnhéwicdsewdrieesvhmneed e goradhpt to the practice; but overall,
respondents felt that widpread change was happening.

Respondents also agreed throughoutitaer period that there was less of a shared vision outside

DCFS and that there were varied levels of-buyo HomeWorksamong legal partners, legislators, and

the broader communityzor instance, several respondents noted that there was still resistance among legal
partners, or that even if legal partners were on board with the vistdonoéWorks they had challenges
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with the logistical aspects, such as safety and risk managestaetolders described some other
community partners as being uninvolved or unawatéamheWorksand noted that often, community
members still saw removing a child from a home as a solution to the problem, which put them at odds
with theHomeWorksframework.However, some interviewees pointed to an increase in awareness and
buy-in among legislators and policymakers and felt that they saw DCFS in a positive light because of its
emphasis on promoting family togetherness through public p@iag.respondent hitjghted ways that

child welfare leaders at the national level were trying to implement a vision of change that Utah had
already accomplished througtomeWorks For those who saw improvements in attitudes among external
stakeholders, they attributed thisacige to the collaborative work and educational efforts that were
undertaken from the beginning of the implementation that set the stage for a shared vision.

Finally, in terms of personal vision, some stakeholders frorfiriakround of interviewsvishedto see a
stronger Afamil y inshgnmetewioed, meapin that arovidersiar all ypes of services
would be structured to go into the home and provide services to parents without children being removed
first. In order to carry out this vish, one respondent said that the Division would need to take a more
strategic approach to their contracting process and have more candid conversations with providers.

Environment

From the earlier interviews, there was considerable discussion about tamentation environment in

terms of community partners and perceptions of staff and stakehdtdeisstance, during treecond

round of interviewsthere was a general perception that the project was progressing as intended, but
respondents were caut®about overstating the success of implementaBeweral interview responses

and meeting notes emphasized a need to continuously assess internal capacity to implement program

goals as well as capacity to maintain stakeholder and community involvéespbndents noticed a

clear distinction between regions that were excited and energetic about the program and those who were

|l ess enthusiastic, indicating that | nkpdyedment ati on
approachMany interviewees dis@sed the need to continually have open communication and a

supportive environment both for staff and community stakehofdetbe implementation to be a

successki nal ly, many expressed the sentiment that thi
projects in that there was much more attention to continuous support after-the eolld more of a

shared vision across the Department.

During thefirst round of interviews r espondents expressed positive an
support forHomeWorks They recalled that many community partners were excited and interested in the
project, based on preliminary conversations and m
invitations to present information abddbmeWorksat various conferenceSome community partners,

such as service providers, were described as bein
is [DCFS] is trying accomplisho or Awilling to ch
one respondent noted that #Athere is a | ot more th

Some respondents from tfiest round of interviewsl e s cr i bed | egal partners as
Await and seeo0 a pastiors danjudgedand Gudrdiaastad ltitdmewere somewhat
expected, given their sharp focus on safety and risk. Interviewees also pointed to challenges with foster
care providers, who, they perceived, held strongly ingrained ideas about risk and safetlyy wdraoval

39



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019

was seen as the safestchotdh ey wer e believed to have a Afear th
the need for foster care, del et e Savéradrespandedisféltor pr o
that the child welfaresyste had fcreated a culture that is very f

child and keeping the child safe, maybe at the expense of creating trauma through separation from
parents. 0

In discussing the community environment, the dominant perceptiontfi@third round of interviews

was that there had been widespread support anéhifuym community partnerst was reported that
providers had been adjusting their business models to align with the visiama\Works and that

positive feedback was alseceived from families who had experienced the new practice nidazl.

courts and judges were also reported to be largely supportive, although several respondents noted that
there was variability among judges, with some more engaged than others. Ondeasdescribed the
variability as follows:

Webve got , I think, some really Butweabhajeuvenil e
some that seem to understand our business more
t heyodr e whingslLiirkge ,t oveddd | say to them, ask the «ceé
UFACET, ask them what protective factors youbdr
are just really glad to do that or tfeeyodre gl a
who are | ike, no, Il ldmoovd t wicatr &s wrhiag h ty,0 up 4 rhii .

always have to be those efforts to work with them and to educate them.

Similarly, another respondent expressed that, although not widespread, theréivseraespeople and

groups who did not agree with the concepinefiomes er vi ces and felt that they
taking them ®oeresmofdent farther moteartleat tliere were always some late adopters

who want to see the evidencesfibefore they buin, as alluded to in the following narrative:

| think itdéds there, but agai n, therebds al ways
money o s o$otlthmkwe just contigue to just try to engage those individualslaare
our vision and try to recruit them, to getthemon bodrd.u know, it d&ds al ways g«

think, the benefit to them, not just to us or not just to our clients.

As this response indicated, an important acknowledgement at this poiatimpgiementation was the

need for an ongoing effort to build and maintain support and continue the conversations with community
partnersFor the most part, however, there was a strong sense that the majority of partners were on board,
that theHomeWorkdanguage had permeated the courts and providers, and that there was increased
recognition among stakeholders of the trauma caused by removal.

There was also recognition among respondents durinitideround of interviewshat communication

was sometimes a challenge, and that agencies did not always communicate well with edthvather.
reported that the degree and style of communication varied at the regional and local levels, and thus there
was a need to adapt commeation processes at the local level, for example, to edwatswanted.

Respondents described multiple efforts to improve communication with community partners, develop
communication protocols, and determine what exactly communication should lookhi&éopic was
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discussed at a WLT meeting, where it was noted that some judges had requested more tangible
information about what results they should expect to see after families retleineziVorksservices.
Participants at the meeting considered what in&ion should be provided to courts and how it should
be presentedin interview respondent further elaborated upon these efforts as follows:

In a recent meeting with our Western Region | e
that kind of showedh er e 6s what communi cation Wahs typical/l
HomeWorks herebdés what it should | ook Ilike in tern
court, what we would maybe tell you about UFACET, what we would tell you about the home
visits.So, it was kind of trying to give them a pi
differentSo, where webdre trying to go with the goal
about whether i1 tbds writt erhavimgaiconversatienpvithrybus or or
attorney, the AtSornwgdGenerwgwl 6g bbffrcgure out
like.

In addition, it was reported that tetate leveleadership had been very open to attending multi
disciplinary meanhgs in each of the regions to talk with community partners ahonte\Worksand
support local implementation efforts. Moreover, they were working on developing ongoing training
modules for legal partners to complement the initial introductory trainingvésprovided in order to
facilitate ongoing learning and collaboration.

For the most part, respondents saw improved communication with legal partners towards the end of the
waiverperiod.Some of this improvement was based on perceptions that judgekstesrieg more to

what caseworkers had to say and were motarie with the strengthsased approach that had been

cultivated throughiHomeWorks Many interviewees found judges to be increasingly familiar with and

interested in HomeWork processes, as evigtd by their requests fdocumentatiorin court reports or

as havingHomeWorkdanguage fully embedded in their court proces@e® stakeholder noticed one
judgeds change from challenging to supmparatcitv e eadf t
by focusing more explicitly on gathering data, strengthening documentation, suppoggestioa to

the court, and being more articula#ecording to one respondent, although the training and outreach with

legal partners prior telomeWorks mp| ement ati on was hel pful, fAwhat m
[ udges] s ©ther examples ofirncteased &allaboration with legal partnehsded ongoing

requests for DCFS to presdtbomeWorksrainings and education, either informally through the Table of

Six judicial committee or more formally through conferences and new judge orientaiioonsding to

one intervieweetiomeWorkswas a calyst for moving interactions with legal partners into a different

(and better) working relationship.

Respondents also noted that, even though relationships with legal partners were better overall at the end
of project implementation, there were still saghallenges, given that legal partners were generally
skeptical by nature and could be quick to attribute casework flaws to the change in approach emanating
from HomeWorks One stakeholder acknowledged that judges were more or less dependent on DCFS to
make their decisions, and it was incumbent upon the caseworker to provide strong evidence and rationale
for a request, and sometimes these skills were underdeveloped:
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But [legal partners are] skepticathink they tend to just err on the side of skepticés Wh e n

really, if our staff are communi Thasearaal ofwel | s a
the reasons why we f eeWeweie keally rothvérysgoadat t he best
articulating the reasons behind decisions sometifesif I ve deci ded to keep a
home instead of removing, | better have a very detailed description of why | feel like that child

can remain safely ther&nd while some workers are great at it, others really struggie |

would say we probably strutggmore than we are successful atthide 6 r e get t i ng bett e
someofthestufBut | think thatés where we see our | ac
guess, put our best foot forwaiut they blamédomeWorksvnhen real |y it wasnot
HomeWorksproblem.It was a staff problem.

Several respondents from tfieal round of interviewsecognized that there was still more work to do to
ensure strong communication and collaboration with legal partners and suggested it would be beneficial
to continueeducational outreach to legal partnéxdditionally, it was recommended that the Division

review cases with poor outcomes, analyzing each decision point along the way in order to view the
decisions from a legal perspective.

Many respondents from tHimal round of interviewsaw community support ¢tfomeWorksas a
facilitator of a good working environmeriterviewees referred to strong support from community

providers and child welfare advocates, Pwtdiweh was
F a c t Othesrespondents said thddmeWorksvas fAheavi ly supportedo from
some of this support had come through in Utahoés F

complementary ttlomeWorksin that itbuilt directly upon core components of the framewd®id. one
respondent, the ultimate evidence of community support was demonstrated by families in DCFS, as stated
below:

And,againy ou hear family stories, or familiesssayear f ami
themselves that, you know, fAl really have appr
Or, Al was surpri sedr t hfalt was ngwr pereind e & ot twaetl | t.

hel pOu,) .®Thi s was much eewdrea itrhvaml v edind wiatshh tt h e
things like that.

The next topic examined was staff suppbrring thesecond round of interviewsespondents reported
thatcaseworkersvere showing more engagement with H@meWorksmodel, asking deeper questions,
and using the skills and tools more, resulting in positive experiences with the frtadehomentum was
coupled with some |ingering concerns by staff tha
in terms of leging children in unsafe environments, but respondents continued to emphasize that a
paradigm shift takes time and that with continuous support, training, and coaching, those who were
hesitant would become more confident in the change in philosést;.in response to some of the
guestions and concerns brought by staff and community partners regarding risk and community
involvement, the WLT spent a good deal of time developing initiatives that would strengthen the
Depart ment 6s ¢ ap a dheprgjectt tleserimeleded Trtalma CausakPhtsways,f
Community Collaborative Toolkit, and formalized partnerships. These initiatives will be discussed in
greater detail under the Organizational Capacity section.
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From thethird round of interviewsresponénts overall perceived the environment, both within DCFS

and among the broader community partners, to be supportivenoé\Worksand the goals of the N

Waiver.The DCFS workforce was reported to be very dedicated, with supervisors supporting and

encourging staff in theHomeWorksmplementationi We r eal |l y have a | ot of <col
genuine people working f or Abbé 8mpbasizedtee impertaneeooh d e n t
buy-i n from the | eadership andthatdamWhiasevat ér goDufl Bt |
is [as a supervisor], itwasnoted thdt not ab dtaff wedeson hoardyet, y o u r
but the agency was focusing on building support among the frontline staff and having supervisors work

with thoe who were still resistanthere was also recognition that caseworkers were struggling with

heavy caseloads aktbmeWorksc r eat ed an i ncreased workload. As ol
our staff are over whel med,6hely 6trhei nakg ati me y & rheo scev ecrowrmp
components, they get in the way, but | think for

heard from a | ot of staff, 1ike, |l 6m excited to d

t hi @melash challenge to the organizational environment was ensuring clear and consistent
communication between ti&tateOffice and each of the regions, with one respondent expressing that it
could be difficult to keep everyone on the same page.

With regard tostaff support during thignal round of interviewsstate levektakeholders spoke very

positively about the engagement of stafHiomeWorksas well as their ability to appomeWorks

concepts consistently in their daily practiBespondents revealecitht t hei r HoreedVorks Al ov e 0
and thought it was fiawesome, 0 and that staff at t
about the initiativeOne interviewee shared thaiseworkersived HomeWorkson a daily basis and said

that it consurad how they engage with, assess, and intervene with farhiliether wordsHomeWorks

had become the environmeAnother stakeholder discussed ways thameWorksprocesses alleviated

some of the stress of casework in that it helpgesseworker$eel goa about some of the difficult

decisions they sometimes made, such as terminating parental rights, because their decisions were backed
by solid assessments.

The final topic organizing discussion around the environment was community resources and services.
Respondents during thieird round of interviewsxpressed the sentiment that current resources were
insufficient, and that resource development was critical to the succdssng\Works In particular, the

need for greater substance abuse and mieagdth services was identifieBubstance abuse was

described as the greatest concern and most underfunded service need, not just within the child welfare
system, but throughout the stdBmmestic violence services were also reported to be lacking in some
communitiesOne respondent placed emphasis on the need for evibased servicesnd conveyed that
they were currently rewriting provider contracts to call for more evidbased practice3he fact that

there were vast differences in resources aedseetween rural and urban communities was also noted,
thus the need to assess resource needs at the local and regiondRéspriadents stated that they were
engaging providers in conversations about resource and service needs and working toggtioer to
identify solutions.

The issue of whether stakeholders felt there were appropriate services and resowaiegifor
implementation during the final years was informed largely by WLT discusdibese meetings took
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place between August 2018 and Rla2018, and spoke to the development of services and resources

throughout the final years efaiverimplementationAt a WLT meeting in December 2017, the team

discussed a substance use disorder collaboration between DCFS and the Utah Division oeSubstanc

Abuse and Mental Health (DSAMH), through which it was anticipated that there would be inéneased
homeservices to support ongoing substance abuse treatment to help parents recovergidtzam

acknowledged the need to examine funding sourcesltbti@nal services, and also to consider how to

support the collaborative through training and involving other partners, such as drug court and legal
partnersFrom this meeting, it was also noted that a recent survey taken by Child Welfare Administrators

and Supervisors in the Southw&sgionr eveal ed t hat the regionb6s top pr
and resources.

During a later meeting in February 2018, there were indications that the substance use disorder

collaboration was continuing to mageogress, and DCFS was providing education to DSAMH and

Local Substance Abuse Authorities (LSAAs) on DCFS practice guidelines, timelines, and internal
processesrhe team noted that UFACETG6s rate for identif
93.7% at the timeAt the same meeting, the WLT reviewed a new component of 211 services, more

specific toHomeWorks The Division had created a specific 211 portal for clients seeking agency

contracted providers offering free or sliding scale servicesobjeetive of this new service was that
caseworkersvould be able to easily access 211 resources through their phones, tablets, or computers.

Other commentary on services and resources from interviews indicated that there was an ongoing need

for robust serices that could meet the needs of families in the community and at home.

Stakeholder Involvement

The first two rounds of interviews did not contain substantial discussion of stakeholder involvement.
Within thethird round of interviewshowever, staketder involvement was discussedth a focus on

external stakeholders and DCFS stR#ésponses related to external stakeholders illustrated that
community members were engaged at different levels and stages of impleme8tatierrespondents

felt that, whle community providers could have been involved in the process sooner, they were currently
well-integrated irHomeWorksefforts. However, one barrier that made for a somewhat tense relationship
between DCFS and providers, was the issue of funding; previdiied on DCFS funding in order to

provide services, but DCFS was not able to offer as much funding as some providers needed.
Further mor e, the Divisionbds new r-ieformed and detvart t hat
evidencebased servicesequired specific trainings and certifications, which cost providers more money.
Some respondents spoke of one opportunity for continued collaboration with providers around the issue
of transitioning from providing sitbased services in-homeservices, ad it was put forward that
conversations about what this process might look like were in progress.

Several interviewees spoke about the strong collaboration they felt existed between DCFS and legal
partnersThis partnership was described mostly in pesiterms, and interviewees referenced
communications with judges, the Attorney General 0
Justice System, among othdrsone region, state and regional administrators met with a group of judges

to discitssHomeWorksprocesses in the cour@ne respondent recounted that, in a Whdeting it was

reported that the judges were supportive and complimentary of the workdogiadputvanted to better

understand changes they should see as a resdtinoéWorks Interview responses also indicated that
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regular meetings were held with regional Attorneys General and judges, and that DCFS regularly
presented ohlomeWorksat a judgesd conference.

With respect to family andhild involvement, most responses from thid round of interviews

described these stakeholders as underrepresented, with little involvement from the bdgowéawegr,

some respondents described the way that parents and children had been involved through external
organizations (the Birth PareN&tional Network and the National Youth Council) in the development of

the UFACET parent manual, helping to make the language and concepts accessible to families so they

could better communicate with caseworkdnsother interviewee noted that the Qudlita Case Review

(QCR) process identified two indicators tihat were
engagement and satisfacti@ther respondents were unaware of any efforts to involve parents and

childrenin the development stagestébmeWorks

Finally, staff involvement was another area that garnered significant feedback througloind tteeind

of interviews state levektaff described themselves as being heavily involved from the beginning because
the project originated in thetateOffice in terms of design and structure; specific staff members were
given integral roles in the procefespondents also widely agreed that caseworkers, supervisors, and
regional administrators were involved in various processes in the early statmaeWorks Some
examples included the UFACET workgroup, the Strengthening Families workgrotjnrire/Norks
workgroup, and a CPS committee designed to give input orHuoweWorksaffects CPSSeveral staff

also discussed an ongoing workgroup comprafed-homecaseworkersfoster careaseworkers
supervisors, and administrators from each region that was geared towards helping fostesegavekers
understand their role iHomeWorksand the ways in which it applied to all familiésterviewees futter
described more informal mulievel and crossegional problem solving that occurred among staff,
through which frontline staff added their input to solving problebme respondent discussed an example
of this kind of collaboration:

So, for exampleat both our child welfare institute in the fall and our supervisor conference in the

spring, we brought in workers who had done things with families in the homes, and they

demonstrated via working tables where people could actually see and experientewhad

done; it was a chance to share their worKk. We 6
know, to help with that.

Respondents generally felt that staff at all levels were involved in many aspects of planning and
implementation, and that thecentinued to be a strong, craggional culture of collaboration in which
everyoneds input was not o-efmysustainabilityofithe prboggam. neces s a

Organizational Capacity

This section includes discussion on the extent tobICFS has the organizational capacity and
infrastructure necessary to carry out and sustairltimeWorksinitiative. Interviewees discussed a
variety of topics under this domain, including policies and procedures, training, supervision, coaching,
assessent processes, oversight and quality improvement, saturation, funding, turnover, and
sustainability.
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A significant amount of work during tHest round of interviewsvas focused on refining the process of
assessing datain terms of both caseworker ispUFACET and SDM as wellas understanding

program outcomes at early stagéisroughout the second year of implementation, there was a concerted
effort to determine the best ways of sharing progress, as regions were eager to know if they were meeting
their goals At the same time, there were efforts to ensure that causality was not being inferred before
saturation had been achievdthe WLT made continuous adjustments in response to feedback, honing the
process and, ultimately, deciding on a quartenhpreformat in order to capture trends and patterns over
time. They alsadetermined thateports would be distributed to the WLT, regional administration teams,

the legislature, and the public.

In terms of data assessment tools, there was significacécoduring the early years that not all

caseworkers nder st ood the UFACET assessment and might b
the SDM was that it was not being scored correctly or completed with fidgditi.tools were going

throughpilot phases and adjustments during some of the time responses were collected, and there were

clear efforts to address concerns brought up by caseworkers and leaddrstMfL T acknowledged that

supervisors had not been trained very well in interpretipgnts as a way to hegaseworkersinderstand

their effectiveness and felt this could be remedied through coadtirg.also conducted sessions with

supervisors on fidelity measures for each tool, enabling them to improve their communications about the

tool with staff.

In perspectives offered by stakeholders durinditiad round of interviewsthe UFACET was widely
regarded as a significant part of the successful change in approach to case practice brought about by
HomeWorks The UFACET was frequentigescribed as being centralHomeWorks particularly in its
ability to weave concepts into practi€ne respondent highlighted strengths of the tool:

I think itds pretty innovative and has kind of
nationally for being a quality assessment for working with families in honwutof-home
Whichiskindofcooll t created a hybrid | Ahdjosbthe t hi nk we b
Protective Factors themselves, and having workers focus on gathering infortimadigyh that

Protective Factorslenb.gai n, i nstead of being symptom focu!
focused on, AHow i WVhtahhios fhaupipley sfngMWd intignk o inrP @ ?
ités probably one of the most useful tool s.

From Waver Leadership Team observations conducted throughout the implementation, there were many
developments in the UFACET process, such as staff completion of the UFACET certification, planning
for future recertification processes, discussing ways that UFAE&iTlts could be better communicated

to parents, and determining how the tool might better address youth Bsubsrmore, WLT meeting
observations indicated that other agencies had begun using the UFACET towards the end of 2017,
including the Divisiorof Juvenile Justice Services and System of Care §a#.trainer from the WLT
delivered UFACET trainings to relevant agencies around the state.

Policies and procedures were not given much attention during the earlier rounds of interviews but were
being addressed during ttierd round of interviewsOne area in which there was strong consensus was

the extent to which existing policies and procedurvere aligned withlomeWorksinitiatives.
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Interviewees agreed that much work had been done to ensure that policies and procedures were reflective
of HomeWorksprinciples.This was, in part, becaustomeWorkswas seen as an enhancement of an

existing pratice model and ideology within DCFS, and administrators chodddaheeWorksmodel with

the aim of sustainability, offering that it did not veer far from their existing path and sustainability could
realistically be accomplished.

One respondent noted thadlicies and procedures were much better aligned than when the project

pl anning started five years ago, and another st at
procedure] that ran contrary iomeWorks ¢ gi vi ng cr e ediswhohao wdrkede ad mi ni st
continuously since implementation to fAirevampodo the

needs of the organization. Two related areas emerged as needing more development: CPS aRdrtrauma.

CPS, respondents saw the needdokne sur e t hat DCFS6 policies and pr
practice in a less incidefit 0 ¢ u s e Withwegard. tadtrauma, interviewees expressed the need for a

broader organizational understanding of how to reduce the trauma of removal anchinaive OCFS

processes, in general, less traumatic for famifdgesponses reflected the ongoing work the Division

was doing to continually review and revise processes and procedures with input from employees at all

levels.

Respondents spoke stronglyoait the successes and gaps in trairfdmgne responses revealed areas that

could be improved, such as including community providers in the BasieWorkstraining, and using

research on training and coaching to guide the proG&s®rvations from YeariBdicated that WLT

members identified several topics for further training, including social competency skills, communication

with legal partners, and engaging families, which could be provided through a variefyeo$am and

technological mediumgvident in the responses was a concerted effort to improve training processes to

be more streamlined and more responsive to specific needs identified throughout implementation process.
Admi ni strators noted they had tmatiorid tleedelst imtrosive i nual |
way with the greatest effectiveness, 0 Qontouwisng t ha
types of training, like brown bags, learning activities, and coaching, were viewed very positively and seen

as key to acqeance of the program.

Data from thethird round of interviewindicated there was strong momentum in multiple training areas.

The SDM tool was updated and new Safety Assessment Practice Guidelines wereSerfittisn.

assessment training received veogifive responses and there were efforts in this area to focus on

evaluating the effectiveness of the training by reviewing the ingaaeiworkeld s af ety pl ans ha
family outcomesAdditionally, UFACET was implemented statewide aatininistrators worked to

expand training to providers who might need to know how to interpret data from the tool, including

residential treatment facilities, individual therapists, and foster care providees noted that training

had already been primed to the Juvenile Justice System and some Peer Parent coordinators.

For the most part, training discussions shifted from mass trainings that provided all employees with a
foundational knowledge ¢lomeWorksto finding ways to carry out concepts inlgigractice, which
proved to be somewhat of a struggle during the middle years wfiikier. Many of the new training

needs arose from challenges that were voiced within specific regions. Through trouble shooting and
collaboration efforts, tools such astdiled handouts about a specific topic were developed and
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distributed statewidéMany interviewees spoke to the power of @meone mentoring to reveal important
issues but were unsure how to translate that kind of guidance through a mass traihanguote below,
an interviewee described the difficulty in figuring out how to help soaseworkerglentify the

problems they struggled with and help to resolve them:

At this point, itodés really figur i nfthewowkers how

t hat | spoke with Iike it want t oEidtohert ,t heuyt o
already doing it and theyo6re amazing, or they
it onto their plateAnd so, we neetb figure out how to make our training or assistance more

applicable.

This frontline support was seen as invaluable, nonetheless, and in one region, administrators were asked
to do a fAdeep dived into a cl oseddmeVarlssgasi n or der
incorporated from start to finisinterviewees described this as a very beneficial strategy for highlighting
opportunities for improvement, and the strategy was recommended for other r&gienespondent felt

that the Division was understafl to carry this out and suggested adding two additionalifiod trainers.

It was evident from WLT observations throughout the later years that significant resources were dedicated
to developing and continuously retooling training processes basettaiser feedback and experience.
The trauma training was a frequent item of discussion and included positive appraisal of the training by
caseworkerss well as ideas for how best to implement and sustain trainingdomgor all
caseworkersOther relatd components of the trauma training included efforts to integrate trauma
principles into Administrative Guidelines and to demonstrate through training how trauma related to the
practice modelThe WLT was in the process of implementing plans to deterwiira¢ kinds of trauma
informed practices were being used by providers and would use that information to further develop the
traumarelated components of staff trainifgnother specific training discussed in WLT meetings was the
Protective Factors trainimgresented by Dr. David SchramBecause it was so walkkceived and

garnered positive feedback, the WLT was considering ways to incorporate the training into regular
onboarding processes.

With regard to new caseworker skills, some respondents frofmtieound of interviewsdicated a

stronger connection was needed between what was learned during training and how that information was
applied to caseworlOne interviewee stated thediseworkersften became caught up in trying to comply

with proceduresind missed basic indicators of family functioning:

Things get lostintranslatiodnd | t hi nk when youb6re out in the
youdre just trying to get t hinsteadof uhaderstandizsgou r es o

why it is. Like, child first seen, for instanc¥ou have a time limit on when you need to see a
chiiddAnd t he point iTshned tp ojiunstt itso tsoe es eteh etmh.em t o

and to find out i f ther edsnsaenyotfh ihnogw Biittiaety 6trhee yd
staff, for some reason, iSto,endhe Wphlyoi get siNo,s
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There were many calls fartrainingcomponent that would address this disconnect between simply
following procedure and actually contieg the dots between how a procedure actually helps a family or
helps the caseworker identify services for a family.

Many concerns about coaching arose duringém®nd year of implementatiorhere was wide
agreement that the coaching asped¢i@ineWokswas new to the agency and that many staff at the

CWA and supervisor | evel were struggling with it:
Theybdébve never done coaching before, so ewmwngin thoug
is a behavioral change and Hadwever, thissssuavacet laymegien, t h at

and responses indicated that coaching training was weak in the initial stages of implementation; after
learning from the challenges expeed in the NortherRRegion changes were made to strengthen the
training, materials, and followp support for supervisors in other regions, leading to observations that
their coaching skills were improving.

There was strong consensus that the geneatad isf coaching warranted further attention and was seen as

a crucial piece of supportirgaseworkern their practiceOne respondent emphasized the difference

with this new el ement compared to si mioljusithest r at eg
long- term supervisory or mentoring relationship that you have, so one who might kind of guide your
career through your |ife. This is really focused
Another respondent thought that coachins houl d figo all the way up to th
effects coaching could have, not only komeWorks but for the agency as well.

The WLT continued to work to identify barriers to coaching into Year Three, determining that coaching
was critical in many ways, including identifying whetltaseworkersvere using appropriate tools to

develop their practicd.he team committed to contiawwoaching training until supervisors felt

comfortable, and they discussed multiple strategies for ensuring coaching was being done appropriately.
However, by the final years of theaiver, the early focus on specific methods of coaching was eventually
exchanged for a more strategic focus on leadership development for supervisors and CWAs.

Closely related to the issue of coaching, the topic of supervision generated ample discusskgconthe

and third rounds of interviews&or instance, respondents reinforced the idea that supervisors were

integral to the success BbmeWorks especiallysince many had not done case work under the
HomeWorksmodel, making it challenging to coach caseworkers on methods and ideas that they were still
learning.As one respondent explained,

Thereds not a day in an of f |pareofhovinteerdecisionca@e s uper
made, and what decisions are made, and then wh
very much tied to that supervisorSghowdosweti on, b

give them the tools and skills thtaey need to actually make the change?

On the other hand, one respondent noticed an emerging pattern of newer supervisors who had been

promoted internally andaddone casework under tit®omeWorksmodel, which was seen as very
beneficial, even thoughi was partially a result of high turnov
a real promising phenomenon the challenge of turnover is being addressed by promoting excellent
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caseworkers 0 supervisors; now t heyortei dfbemiplicagionivas wi t h t
that supervisors who had previously ustameWorksn their case practice were more capable of
understanding the challenges caseworkers faced, and perhaps providing more effective todating.
skill-based coaching was wigalliscussed as both a challenge and a crucial element efdonguccess.

As evident in interviews and the WLT observation notes, administrators were making many efforts to
further enhance coaching practices by devoting funding and human resourcesitdtive. The

Division contracted with a consultant to help resolve some coaching challenges throughout regions during
the earlier yearshe consultant used OSKARS (coaching model), focusing on practice with fidelity, and
providing monthly coaching tsupervisorsOne respondent reflected that peepeer coaching happened

more spontaneously, and was seen as very effective, such asasbarorkersvould go to another office

to present a tool they had created for better incorporbtimye\Workdangua@ into their case work.

From data gathered in tfieal round of interviewsrespondents, whose roles included mentoring staff in
some of the more technical aspectsélomeWorks said that they felt confident in their ability to do so,
particularly with egard to the UFACETThis mentoring took various forms, including helping a worker

to score the UFACET with challenging cases, going out with a worker and modeling how to do the
UFACET or trouble shooting while the worker did it, and helping to develaméyf plan based on the
UFACET outcomesOther examples of coaching discussed by respondents included demonstrating
concepts, walking through the goals and steps of a case, hedgiegorkerso use a protective lens

rather than focusing on the definitnf abuse (e.g., rather than assessing how much of a red mark duct
tape left on a child, figuring out why the child was diagied to begin with)Several respondents
commented that the coaching was more informal and Heeds e d, and t hthetposiiient t hi s
they need to ask for usike we've done all the mandatory stuff, and so now we just kind of go out and
give them what they ask for. o

One significant component of the supervisory process that several respondents discussed during the final
year, was the leadership academy geared towards supervisors and child welfare administrators (under
development during the summer of 2018)vas widely recognized in stakeholder interviews that there

had not been a consistent, successful coaching canptoHomeWorks despite early efforts:

Webve struggled to be able to really put somet
sustainedéBut the one thing | am happy about i
academy a ntthgitirhesgyydmodrleApnud t hey édre defining specif
activities to teach the leaders how to coach those supervise.

One respondent acknowledged that throdgmeWorks it became clear that coaching needed to be a
well-thoughtoutcomp nent of any new initiative, and | eaders
coachi ng pAnathmer ifteoviewee suggested that there was a need to have a role that oversaw
coaching efforts and helped ensure consistency of coaching efforts regioss.

There were many efforts to determine the effectiveneb®ofeWorksin reducing foster care through
analysis of available data and collaborations with the University of Utah, but according to the WLT
observations, the overall results were indateate at many points, in part because the implementation
was at various stages in different regions and because of possible confounding@aetgnablem
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identified in the meetings was that some-olaihomecaseworkerand residential care therapists saw their

role as working with children, and therefore did not work as effectively with parents and carégneers.

potential solution to this problem was Baonceptualize reunification as a primary goal for performance

based contracts with providefther informal efforts to monitor the success of the program included

reviews ofin-homecases to assess what types of cases were being opened, the rargyeeof thoa mi | i e s 6
needs, and differentiating where Protective Factors were more relevant versus those where families had
more intensive needs, such as mental health and substance abuse challenges.

At a WLT meetingon October 15, 201 data concerning how plament decisions were made was

presented from a Decisigvlaking Ecology study with legal partheeedback garnered from sixty

percent of the stateds GALs and eighty percent of
partners mostly thought thBtCF S ser vi ces met c¢clientsd needs and t
skills to perform their jobs, but not adequate tiffige results also indicated that legal partners wished to
continually be involved in education and feedback relatétbtneWorks

Regardng quality improvement processes, respondents frorsébend round of interviewsferred to

several tools that were used to assess progress and highlight challéegdSACET report was now

fully developed, but only newly available; the SD&port was still in the process of being developed.

These reports drew from the two assessments and could be made available to select employees through

the SAFE systenThe interviewees frequently discussed the importance of the Qualitative Case Review

(QCR), which was a review of different aspects of cases conducted once or twice a year to ensure that
regions were in alignment with DCFS policies and procedures andahat\Workspractices were

evident in the case&ne respondent discussed the value oHbmeWorksData Report, which

evaluated various components of the project, including number of families served, recidinisme

versus oubf-home cases, and demographidsese data were seen as especially helpful in informing

next stepsAdditionally, state levea d mi ni strators were described as ha
fieldo across regions in order to continuously re
provide coaching and mentorirfg§ome respondents also appreciateddhmal evaluation component of
thewaiverbecause of the independent perspective it offered, which allowed administrators to appreciate
strengths and limitations from a more objective view.

One interviewee described the way that some data had beerm ursgudve processes already, such as
the survey data from providers, which was used-erige provider contracts to require eviderlzased
practice And finally, onesuggestiomwith regard to quality improvement processes was to develop a
family surveyhat capt ur ed f a mHdmeWoskén aenrre mumpasefuhveag, sicludimgt h
assessing whetheaseworkerfelped families build protective factors or helped them cope with stress.

The concept of saturation was first addressed ithihg roundof interviews which covered a period in
which some regions had achieved saturation and others were in the process of being assessed for
saturation progresSome respondents observed differences in the rates at which regions were
accomplishing saturaticend attributed this to both lessons learned from early phases of implementation
as well as strategies some regions used to incentasmwvorkergor infusingHomeWorksinto their

practice, as illustrated in the following quote:
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So, f or e xlwapavethe bdnefit ohcommparing like, Northern Region with Western

Region, the first with the lasAnd, | would be surprised if Western Region doesn't reach

saturation a lot quicker than Northern didit, there's some very specific things, in [thhgyt

benefited from the rest of the ralt, andsuclBut t heydér e al so doi ng s o0me
like they actually give out Oscar awards for supervisors, administrators. Where they adfually

you learn the concepts, and you can articulate tfgamd] demonstrate them, [making them]

measurable and tangible. It's gotten a little bit competitive, which is nice, again. But, for me, that

region (Northern), initiative and effattanslate oveinto increased likelihood of saturation.

Furthermore, oneespondent suggested that the Division was getting better at training witfrokaich

andcould see the progress reflected through higher saturation scores at earlier points in the process for
newer regionsOther ways they observed evidence of satomatias in the use tfomeWorkdanguage

by the courts, or by |l ooking at data provided by
Many interviewees brought up the important point that saturation was only one marker of success, and

that sustainability was the key to leteym success witHlomeWorks Respondents stressed that daily

processes that integrateldmeWorksprinciples into pactice were more important than saturation

numbers:

éwe do see saturation as an important mil eston
only thing] WhisGsrjust arsindicatorthanpgacti€easrstarting to look more
consistentNow, | et d6s bring it up soAnhdastojt@wedrcenbasy

those conversations with our region leadership.

One interviewee also noted the statebds changing r
which inwolved more technical assistance for specific issues and guiagsyvorkershrough particular
processes now that they had a better handle on the general concepts.

When interviewees from tHaal round of interviewsvere asked about which components of
HomeWorkscontributed most toward saturation, they responded that it was the initial training and
rollout. Postimplementation supports like brown bag trainings and mentoring upon request helped
caseworkerfine-tune the concepts and tooBthers noted thastaff appreciated saturation celebrations in
the regions, the swag and program materials they received, and resourcesHie &Vg#orkswebsite.

All stakeholder groups endorsed the belief that the availability of leadership to provide impromptu
coachingand conduct osite visits was instrumental in helping regions reach saturation.

Next, several key points related to fundiigmeWorkscame through poignantly from stakeholder

interviews in the final roundrirst, interviewees consistently commentechow the leadership team
incorporatedHomeWorksnto DCFS practice in a way that was not reliant strictlyvanverfunding, as

noted by one respamreWekit i nfi We d he bvaiyl we[ do busi nes
it 6s s UAB@ mespadents.idéntified other funding streams that would begin or continue past the

end of thewvaiver period.Several pointed to the Family FilBtevention ServiceAct (referenced above),

whi ch was described as fomMHemeWarks dirthatdt copteimred ent <c ompa
significant funding for prevention efforts that would strengthen communityrahdmeservicesOther

ongoing funding sources thatre viewedas supportingdlomeWorksincluded Promoting Safe and
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Stable Families, Family Support Fun&smily Preservation Funds, and adoption savings that may be
used forin-homeservicesOverall,state leveleaders indicated that they would always be looking for
funding for additional services to support themeWorksramework, and so far, funding litations had
not been a significant barrier to implementiigmeWorksaccording to plan.

On the other hand, particularly during the second and third rounds of interviews, many respondents
voiced concern about funding for appropriate resources to htak@VorkssuccessfulOne respondent
foresaw several negative impactdtud hiringfreeze, including less bodies in the field, higher caseloads

and stress levels, and not having enough resourceadeworkerso do their jobs wellSome

respondents tied tHack of funding to their perceptions that money should have been freed up from foster
care or that there should have been more seed money rather than expecting to see the money at the end.
Respondents pointed to multiple areas where funding was neecladjng training, staffing, and

resources to supparaseworkerssupport which they felt was crucial for going forward successfully.

Funding for and access to resources (espediaiypmeservices) were described as an ongoing

challenge, in significant contrast to the vision of abundant resources many had imdgineder, it was

clear from observations that the WLT focused a great deal of energy on increasing awareness of available
community resources through the development of the Community Provider Directory, which was created
after assessing findings from a staff survey intended to gather regional knowledge of and gaps in
resourcesThe team also created a Community Collaborative Tipelkich was intended for regions to

use as a means of growing and enhancing connections with community providers. These tools were
continuing to be strengthened into Year Three.

Turnover was another ongoing challenge in maintaining and sust&lningWaks throughout the
waiverperiod.Although WLT members at a 2017 meeting expressed concerns about turnover impacting
project success, it appeared that the Division continued to impléinem\Worksas intended despite

high turnover rateslhe leadership adamy was one effort to address turnover, as it was widely noted
that supervisory level development would help reduce turnover rates among caseworkers:

Yeah, we always have caseworkers who are not being paid enough, and we have caseworkers that
are overbuilened by the number of cases they h&ve also are experiencing a pretty high

turnover in supervisors which we have not experienced before and my philosophy, along with a
number of people, is the real work happens at the supervisor casework levey, andif d on 6t
have supervisors that are really supporting these caseworkers, they are always going to have a
problem.

The WLT intended that, by addressing issues at the supervisory level, they could help prevent challenges
that many caseworkers faced wheryttaeked strong supervision.

One respondent from tHimal round of interviewgointed out that turnover was a natural part of child

wel far e, and it was necessary to figure out how t
good practiceonceou dondt have Ghenexplamatioes for high tarooves nates@ointed

to the field of child welfare being relatively young and continuously underfui@ieslrespondent called

for legislative action to better fund child welfare and malk®#sible for people to stay longer term.
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Sustainability was the final topic examined in the stWlith the impending end of the waiver in 2018
(although they were able to apply for, and received, ayeae extension), the WLT began discussions of

a 17month plan foHomeWorks These discussions included what success looks like, with some initial
responses suggesting that UFACETs would be done with 100 percent of families, caseworkers would be
consistently connecting protective factors to the UFACET caiséworkers would thoroughly understand

the protective factors and use them to interpret the needs and strengths of femtédress of filling

service gaps, DCFS took steps to integrate their provider directory into 211, offering access to more
resoures to integrate in service plans.

During thefinal round of interviewsstate levebtakeholders were asked about what measures had been
taken to ensure the sustainabilityHtidmeWorksbeyond thavaiverimplementation periodMany
respondents pointed tmgoing educational initiatives, such as HomeWorkables, which are short video
clips on Protective Factors that focused on one issue at a time (e.g., child develdpiméat)y, many
respondents said that refresher trainings, +ised training, and tenical support for specific issues,

like UFACET, were all fundamental to sustainidigmeWorks The quote below summarizes some of the
key efforts undertaken to ensure sustainability of the framework:

So, you knowHomeWorkgeally is just an enhancemeritaur practice model, and smnd it's

actually been woven into all of our new employee trainit'gjust part of our vernacular,

nowét he Protective Factors are in the closure
now, it'sthe language is in ewourt reportsWe do send out these monthly, what we call,
HomeWorkable videos to ke¢fpomeWorksconcepts on the forefront; they're these-tmthree

minute videos, just kind of remind people of what we're expedtingn our qualitative case

reviewnow, in some of our probe questiofi®. be looking for some of thdomeWorksstuff we

have aHomeWorksGoogle site that's full of activities and handouts and videos and things to help
bolster what we're hoping to see happening with our families.

Additionally, respondents highlighted the many ways HhaineWorkswas integrated into the structural
framework of DCFS, such as holdirtpmeWorkstrainings for all new employees, continuing utilization

and certification of tools developed fdomeWorks(such astie UFACET), continuing new

documentation expectations, and maintaining a focus on Protective Factors through trainings and in case
review processes.

Interviewees from thénal round of interviewstrongly indicated thatomeWorkswas not a separate
project or program that would come to an end with the end afdheerperiod, and that thevaiver
component oHomeWorkshad gradually become invisible over time, as evidenced by the following
statement:

It's not, like, a standalone prografnd | think that was an evolution for us, because | think when

we first started training, it did sort of feel like, "I do my jobddahen | doHomeWorks" And
now it's more like, "No, my job islomeWorks"
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Anot her respondent echoed t lwaerppvwdednopportufiitiivisee r e ar e
but the way we went with practi Thspewepiontfot al ly not
HomeWorks' being financially sustainable and weitegrated into regular practicewvas

echoed many times throughout the stakeholder interviews.

Interviewees also described potential barriers to sustainaBikigsource developmewas acknowledged

as an undedeveloped area that leadership had barely begun to touch, though it was noted that there was a
broad plan for needs and a foundation had been laid, which included expanding the service array partially
through the Family FirsAct. Ref er encing t hese efforts, one respon
rich array of those services and available at, you know, reasonable distances from most people, that will

be a huge next step felomeWorks Blowever, one stakeholder questiottlee capacity of the Division

to assess its own resources even once they have been further developed.

In addition to resources, several respondents expressed concerns about turnover and saw it as a potentially
significant barrier to the sustainability BHbmeWorks One stakeholder was apprehensive about being

able to maintain saturation rates because of frequent turnover and wondered if this would lead to a loss of
focus on continuingdomeWorks Likewise, another respondent warned of the importance ajettng

tunnel vision affecting other initiatives, knowing there would be many new ones, so that the Division

would not lose any one piece lddbmeWorksthat makes itunction

Othersuggestios for ensuring sustainability that came fromfinal roundof interviewsncluded
continuing to make leadership available for regularsiten communication and training, continuing to
have collaborative relationships with legal partners, improving the skill set of supervisors and Child
Welfare Administrators, andoning processes for case review, peer review, and staffing observations,
since some of these components were covered more formally twaither evaluation team.

Waliver Impact

Respondents identified a variety of ways tHameWorkshad impacted variouasspects of DCFS

systems and processes, including child safety andbe#ily, client characteristics, CPS and caseworker
practice, family engagement, general organizational aspects, and services.

During thefirst round of interviewsrespondents spoke e¥ident changes in family engagement after
HomeWorkswas implementedlhe program was described as increasing engagement and leading to

more meaningful conversations with famili&y. thefinal round of interviewsthere were several ways

that respondentsaw stronger family engagement as a resuttarheWorksmplementationSome

examples included better information gathering th
needs more holistically, gr eat e rseafthedPeotectinie &actdrs ng o f
framework, less of the checkisige-box approach and more efforts to understand reasons behind neglect

or abuse, and generally being more helpful and intentional with families across theSooaed.

respondents pointed out tifamilies themselves were saying their interactions had been better with

DCFS:

Wedbve had enormous response from parents sayin
their case worker at a CPS level than they ever have be@mtially think, @en though it may
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be hard to track, thatdés a direct resul t of t h
possible.

Generally, respondents attributed better family engagement to a higher level of transparency through
HomeWorksas well as theabust tools and frameworks thatiseworkersvere provided with as a
foundational part of the program.

When respondents from tfieal round of interviewsvere asked to provide a rating on the ability of the
Division to keep children safely in the home as a resuttasheWorks interviewees rated the initiative
very highly.One respondent said it was a nine out of ten, compared to a three out of tem prior t
HomeWorks another gave a ten out of ten rating, with caveats; and one said it was good, on an
excellent/good/average/poor scditany respondents emphasized that there was nothing magical about
the program itself, rather there were several componeattsdmbined to make it effective, and that it
was necessary to utilize all the tools and resources available and do good casework to be successful.
Ot hers pointed out that the programbés effectivene
made and Wether there werenoughresources, noting that the Division still did not have a rich package
of resourcesOne respondent offered that the main WwyneWorkshelped keep children safe was that it
used Protective Factors to help parents reduce risky loebabut that the safety plan was the ultimate
tool that kept children safe.

There were also a variety of responses irfittad round of interviews$o questions about whether there

were noticeable changes in client characteristics as a resultwéilres. Some respondents suggested

that there were generally more complex cases duringdherimplementation compared to the prior
timeframe, but it was unclear whether the actual initiation ofvigerhad affected types of cases the
Division receivedr whether this was social phenomenBame specific characteristics reported by
respondents were adolescents with higher mental health needs, increasing numbers of sibling groups in
cases, and eoccurring substance abuse and mental illnfeegardingsulstance use, one respondent
noted that the opioid crisis was affecting many D
ki ngo i n Onpestkeholeey suggasted that the Division was working with more families that
historically would not hve been considered forkhomeservices, such as substance abuse cases, and that
many of those more complex cases would have been immediate removals lddore@/orks

Therefore, leadership amdseworkersvere having to grapple with providing the righsources for

families that historically would have been served through alternative service routes.

Many respondents pointed to changes in practice as a resultvadittex One respondent from thigst

round of interviewslescribed feeling more confident in explaining to judges why children were not being

placed in foster care, and a judge acknowledged being more aware of services and resources for parents,

as well as looking more at favorable parental attributes, as eppe@solely focusing on negative
characteristicdMany respondents noted an increase in collaboration and open communication with legal
partners, the benefits of which extended to children and fan@ies response indicated that Attorneys

General weretarting to ask different questions as they prepared to represent DCFS in court, and to focus
onin-homes er vi ces before considering removal: ifWebve
This increased collaboration was also evident in the mangseg)DCFS representatives received to

present at conferences.
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However, there was marked concern expressed ffirsheound of interviewsbout the increase in

workload since the project began, as respondents feltdeatvorkersve r e fibei ngorems ked t o
work and with no more resources, nNo mMmore manpower
thatcaseworkeréi ar e goi ng t o Thherewasoncerntbatcasevikarsnoeld be placed

into the position of taking short cuts witrettd FACET; already someaseworkersvere not completing

the assessment with families in cases where there was limitedimaeespondent noted that

caseworkel8 hi gh casel oads HomeWorkdnthe intengrtives vgay ibwasintended. d o
Another respondent added that many caseworkers felt the program was not as effective as it should have
been or not at all, articulating the belief that many of the cases ended up in removal &igewsgions

at the WLT meetings also suggested tzseworkeswere tired and stressed, especially CPS

caseworkersOn this note, WLT members agreed that €BSeworkersvere struggling because they

were more attuned to the legal aspects involved with cases aAdrii@Norksframework essentially

changed CPS philosophy, so they might have taken longer to ¥i#pthis in mind, the group

discussed ways to present themeWorksphilosophy to CPS differently before or during future training.

Respondents from theecond round of intervievee\w many ways in which theaiverimpacted practice,
both within DCFS and with external partners. First, in terms of case workecpracme interviewees
saw direct connections betwedomeWorksspecific tools, like the UFACET and SDM, and the ability
of caseworkerso confidently make assessments:

éyoubve got all these very thought fingthatas s es s me
puts a |ittle more assurance, t hat i f I do wal
chance that everything is going to be ok@ythat, you know what? This is why the hair is

sticking up on the back of my neck, look at these score

This perspective was supported by case staffing observations from the same year, which showed that
when the UFACET and SDM tools were discussed, they were seen as reliable tools to help guide
decisions about how to proceed with cageEspondents alsoewed casework under ttidomeWorks

model as more teawriented and collaborative, removing the burden of responsibility from just one
personOne interviewee expressed pride in the way lH@heWorkshad become regular practice when it
was previeam) § &mad dessewokerspprexidtedtthie difference, as indicated by the
following description of a case review in which a family was interviewed about their experiences with
DCFS and their caseworker:

And [t he mot her ] toalkkeerd caobnoeust ofuvih e ny onuy kw ow, he
houranda-half, he comes with specific plans to work with me and help me and | feel like he

really is helping me. Heds hel ping me, you kno
ofthat QCR disces si on, they asked the worker, AWell k6 te
with this Mom. o6 And he talked about, Al sit do

protective factor am | focusing on with this family, and how am | going to do thathisth
di scussion?o0
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This anecdote demonstrates the explicit use of protective factors in caseworker practice and the way that
some families feel genuinely supported through this framewiaky respondents spoke to this

perceived change in organizationalamo s pher e, wi th one referring to it
version of DCFS, the focus was on supporting families up front, and many caseworkers reportedly felt

like they were doing real social work througbmeWorks

In thesecond round of inteiews state levetespondents discussed changes to their own leadership style.

One talked about the commitment to getting input from regions before implementing anything new (such

as rolling out another trai ni njgstkeepthowngeadditionatig: A[ W
things on the regions and e xitpwasevtidernt fnom this intervigwu st b e
data as well as the observations from WLT meetings that regional communication and involvement was a
substantial focal pot for state leveemployeeslLeadership meetings, like the WLT and #tate

Leadership Team Plus (SLT+) continued to incorporate regular discussions and upttaswetvorks

working on efforts like effective coaching and addressing differences indgions used the UFACET

and incorporated Protective Factors in casework.

Regardinghe impact of thevaiveron external stakeholders, respondents fronhind round of
interviewsperceived there to be variabilitphterviewees pointed out that some keasty still existed

among certain judges because they were nervous about keeping children in the home, especially with
substance abuse cas@sher judges were described as champaritdomeWorks though, and

respondents could see a difference in the Wway tisedHomeWorkdanguage and asked about specific
processes and tools in court, like the UFACET.

With regard to changes in CPS practice, based on feedback fréimaiiveund of interviews
respondents indicated that there had been many efforts t® amay from being allegatiefiocused and
towards viewing family functioning and wedking through the Protective Factors lens. Many
stakeholders agreed that CPS had become less punitive, as highlighted by the following statement:

éan exampl e ubkmow justas bpposed to going out and saying, oh well, a father that

leaves hisfouyearol d out si de a daycare at five in the n
allegationf ocused, youodre | iThat dlse ar Ipysupebtisieaandd meql €
t hat 6 sBuwr ofnrgom a Protective Factor |l ens, sayi ng
t hat made that okay?... Meaning, i1o6mheéenfather
situation i f I omtilmeée lorl ades emy jooilenowikmsi @ t hen
was the worst parenti ng de ¥aduknow theneyieterventidnut | w

starts looking at concrete supports and daycare issues, and some of the social connections or
support yu can lean on.

state leveleaders have reportedly encouraged a more explicit focus on understanding the underlying
causes of allegations rather than simply documenting abuses, and respondents observed a gradual shift in

this more strengthbased apprach among CP&aseworkers

A few themes emerged from discussions durinditted round of interviewsn thewaive® s | mpact t o
caseworker practic®ne was that many caseworkers were able to trar$tate\Worksconcepts into
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practice, such as using Reotive Factors to develop activities for families, being able to articulate
familiesd needs based on UFACET outcomes or devel
working with families.One interviewee provided an example of how some caseworké&rsittative

with this process:

é[ caseworkers] took a concept, moved it into a
share it with the other regions, andstéffn d i t 6 s t he sl@ameWorksGoagle g wi t h t
site.What started out with us ting to provide resources and ideas, and things to staff has

evolved over time to where it has just been staff contributions and sharing.

It was also evident from WLT meeting observations that leaders made strategic efforts throughout the

course of thevaiverto helpcaseworkergperationalize the Protective Factors and incorporate
HomeWorkdanguage into family plans and court documertsvever, it was also acknowledged that

caseload size was still a barrier aftgiverimplementation, and one respondent pointed out that high
caseloads added stress and decreased quality of w
Additionally, one interviewee indicated that some caseworkers still thougtdmieWorksas something

separate from their daily job, and there was still work to do to ensure that all staff incorporated the

concepts more thoroughly into practice.

An examination of daticom thethird round of interviewéndicated that WLT members reported visible

signs of stronger integration biomeWorksacross Department staff, although there was still some

concern about ensuring newer staff learn the processes and tools in a timedy.madiscussions during
thefinal round of interviewsbout ways the organizational systems and processes had changed since
waiverimplementation, several interconnected themes emekirstl. some respondents noticed that

cases seemed to be closingtéa overall and children were spending less time in care, especiallinafter
homeservices had been providdeerceptions regarding shorter lengths of time in care were supported by
data discussed at the WLT meetingsspondents also felt theaseworkes seemed more open to doing
in-homeservices rather than going straight to removal, though some data provided at an early 2018 WLT
meeting suggested there were moreaittiome cases than-homecases.

Some interviewees saw changes in resource develupand use aftétomeWorks Some resource
development reflected the need to enha®reicessuch as substance abuse, but other examples included
the use of personnel to creatively address problems for families who did not respond to traditional
approachks.One respondent gave the example of utilizing clinical staff more in cases with a potential
removal in order to prevent that removal, offering the example of using a behavioral coach for avery low
functioning mother, rather than limiting the use ofdnabral coaches to people with a disability.

More broadly, respondents from tfieal round of interviewspoke to the changes in the very concept of
child welfare driven by components ldbmeWorks Specifically, it was widely noted that timgvision

made a shift in its orientation towards families, from being focused on compliance to being more
nurturing and supportive of how to genuinely help families make behavior changes for the safety and
well-being of their childrenSome respondents diged the trauma movement with this change,
suggesting that the widespread acknowledgement of trauma from removal sparked a change in child
welfare that penetrated its very framework and operating systiewess widely agreed that Division
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procedures, tds, and goals had aligned with a vision of being less reactive and more intentional in
determining better solutions for howtoreakts one i nt er vi eweHometWorksmtent e d fi
only civilized way to approach child welfare.o

Finally, during hefinal round of interviewsfeedback regarding changes in services ditmaeWorks
implementation focused largely on the readiness of the Division to continue offering essential services
after thewaiverfunding endsMost respondents agreed that themuld not be any significant reduction

to services after th@aiverperiod was over, and many highlighted the funds available through the Family
First Prevention Services Acbuldbridge the funding sources for resources that were developed through
HomeWoks. However, one respondent expressed concern than particular services were at risk of being
underfunded without thevaiver, such the Peer Parent program, expansion of mental health services for
families not eligible for Medicaid, some behavioral serviees| services for disabled children.

Stakeholders also pointed out there were still areas of services and resources that continued to be
underdevel oped, described by the following statem
readily availableesources for some of the more challenging things like substance use, like mental

h e a | Othbr examples included services in rural areas, intensive outpatient services, and more resources
for the @back Oseresponderftsufgested talitabocaton etween DCFS and the

Division of Substance Abuse and Mental Health could help in enhancing some of these resources, and
another pointed out that opieidlated services could also be increased through other funding streams.
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Northern Regin Results

The Northern Region of Utah was the firsgiont o i mp | e nuainet Initldlty,a Ipildtsvas rolled

out October 1, 2013, with other offices within the Northern Region implementing by April 1, R@d.4.

Southwest Region was next to implemenon November 1, 2014 and Ut ahos
Valley, Eastern, and Western) did not initiate implementation until Zodrsthis reason, Northern is

unique in that it has been operating under th& IWaiver for the longest amount of time

Thefirst round of interviewn the Northern Region took place from January to March 2014.
Stakeholders interviewed included leadership fronGffiee of the Attorney Genergjudges, GALS,

state and regional DCFS leadership, caseworker supen@esscaseworkers)-homecaseworkers, and
peer parentdRespondents had been in the field for a range of a few months to 20¢eatified roles
speci fi c -EWaivér brtdoméVgorkdmylementation varied considerably due to the variety of
key st&eholders included in the analystsxamples are detailed in the section below.

Staff in theOffice of the Attorney Generalaw themselves most often in the role of helping to make

decisions during case staffings regarding whether to remove a chiletningfibmeservicesThese

stakeholders discussed how their role had changed becademeiVorkasmplementation because the
theory behind petition and removal decilsdticeth s had
that in the staffings. 0

Child welfare administrators, whether they worked at the regional or county level savoléngiith
HomeWorksfalling into six primary domains: problem solving and conflict resolution; team players in

system coordination with internal and external stakeholders; maintaining ongoing education on topics
relevant to thavaivergoals, including mentong, supervising and providing technical assistance to staff;
leadership and motivating staff; developing assessment tools such as UFACET; and quality and financial
monitoring and quality improvement. A clear finding from the data was that child wetfanieiatrators

were key drivers itHomeWorksmplementatonOne CWA expl ained, #Altodés barr
some barriers that come up that might have to do with community partners or other DHS entities, then |

t ry t oMany@N\As had tredmerais input intdHomeWorksimplementation because of their role

in organizing and participating in trainings such as regularly occurring brown bag meetings where
HomeWorksprinciples are reviewed specific to each case staffing. Another effective trainiogopty

seems to have been one region visiting another region to learn from their sOoEe€3VA explained,

ifWe saw how t HHenyeWorksBd tlatmasrdaley d good, good, good experience; we had

a chance to ask questions and get their feedback Those i n monitoring and ove
examples of determining client eligibility for services, monitoring state budgeloime\Works contract

monitoring, accounting for funds expended and those projected.

regional administratiosaw theirole with HomeWorkdargely falling into three domains: leadership of
HomeWorksrollout and ongoing implementation efforts, staff supervision, and increasing capacity of the
system to maintain more children safely in their hor@slitionally, staff at ths level saw themselves as

the point person or go between in liaising with $kegeleadership team and coaching their own staff on
thegroundA program manager explained, Al'"m the point
implemented and coach ougSt I've got fivein-homeworkers, so it's been my responsibility to coach
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them and try to get them onboard and let them know everything is going to be okay. Hold their hand a
little bit.o

Supervisors of caseworkers maintained a similar coaching rtigovagrammanagers bugaw

themselves reviewing their caseworkersd decisions
determine whether HomeWork principles were being implemented. Caseworkers most often mentioned

two primary roles irHomeWaks implementation: learninglomeWorksprinciples and implementing

them to prevent children from coming into foster care, and in conjunction, learning how to use the

UFACET assessment tool for making case decisiGaseworkers interviewed all hadhomecaseloads

but often carried foster care cases as Wélbsecaseworkersvho referred to themselves as CPS

caseworkersnost often stressed applyirtpmeWorksprinciplesin-homeat the time of investigation in

an effort to collaborate with parents and pdavthe services to a family in a voluntary capa@tCPS

wor ker explained, ifiWe make the first initial cont
so they don't come into working long term with CPS. So we do a lot éfaheeWorksin thefront, in

the beginning.o6 Specific to UFACET, caseworkers s
conducted in a timely manner as a case transitions from CPS to the adjudication hearing to the ongoing
caseworker.

Peer parents saw their roleHomeWorksmplementation falling into four main activities: spending time

with parents in their home providing guidance and parenting advice; implementing the STEPS

curriculum; and working with parents on their PIP (Parent Instructional Plan) thateadodl setting

and attainment specific to their familyandca@3ene peer parent expl ained, fiWe
depending on the age of the children. Therebds dif
needs. We work withthemdoet | y t o get the goals that they want.
trauma and healing from the trauma, as they saw their role as partially helping parents cope with past or
present traumatic experiences such as domestic violence or substance abuse.

Thesecond round of interviewrs the Northern Region occurred from February through July 2015. This
round included 31 participants including six DCFS administratiorsesupervisorssevencaseworkers,
four judgesfive GALs, threestaff from theOffice of the Attorney Generghndthreeother DCFS staff.

Thethird round of interviews$ook place from October 2016 to January 2017 and included 21 stakeholder
interviews. Stakeholders interviewed included staff fromQffece of the Attorney Genergjudges,

GALs, state and regional DGHeadership, caseworker supervisors, CPS casewaoakelia-home
caseworkersRespondents had been in the field for a range of 15 months to 29 years, with the majority of
interviewees having been in the field for five or more yddestified roles specf i ¢ t o-EUt ahdés | V
Waiver orHomeWorksmplementation varied considerably due to the variety of key stakeholders

included in the analysi&xamples are detailed in the section below.

Forjudges, GALsandstaff from theOffice of the Attorney Generatterviewers did not ask what these
types of stakeholders saw as their role in implememdimgeWorks Sparingly, this question was asked
of regional leadership and caseworkers. D@gional leadership saw their role witomeWorksfalling

into five areasintegrity and consistency of implementation, demonstrating positive and informative
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communication within teams, identifying and overcoming barriers, maintaining a high level of knowledge
regardingHomeWorks and ultimately, helping families have betterammes.

Caseworkers most often mentioned two primary rolésomeWorksmplementation: applying
HomeWorksprinciples to prevent children from coming into foster care, and in conjunction, using the
UFACET assessment tool for making case decisidasewaokers interviewed all hath-homecaseloads
but often carried foster care cases as Wélbsecaseworkersvho referred to themselves as CPS
caseworkersnost often stressed applyirpmeWorksprinciplesin-homeat the time of investigation in
an effort topartner with parents and provide the services to a family in a voluntary capacity.

Thefourth round of interviewsok place from March to April 2018 and included 15 stakeholder

interviews. Stakeholders interviewed included staff fromQffece of the Attorney Genergjudges,

GALs, regional DCFS leadership, caseworker supervisors, CPS casewankimshomecasewaokers

Respondents had been in the field for a range of one year to 30 years, with the majority of interviewees

having been in the field for five ormoreyedrsd ent i fi ed r ol e-EWaigroc i fi ¢ t o U
HomeWorksmplementation varied consideralaye to the variety of key stakeholders included in the
analysisExamples are detailed in the section below.

As with thethird round of interviewsinterviewers did not agkidges and staff from th@ffice of the
Attorney Generalvhat they saw as thaiole in implementinddomeWorks Intermittently, this question
was asked ofegional leadership, supervisors, GigSeworkerand caseworker€aseworkers and their
supervisors most often mentioned two primary rolddomeWorksmplementation: applying
HomeWorksprinciples to strengthen protective capacities and prevent children from coming into foster
care, and in conjunction, using the UFACET assessment tool for making case deCasengorkers
interviewed all hadh-homecaseloads but often carried feiscare cases as wellPScaseworkerfiad
two different points of view regardirtdomeWorks One viewpoint was thalomeWorksdid not apply to
CPS: ACPS does ndbmeWsrlks Ohe othdr pefsgectiveavas thatfapplying
HomeWorksprinciples, specially the protective factois-homeat the time of investigation, reflects an
effort to engage with parents.

Leadership

Leadership commitment to and involvement in the implementatibloofeWorkswas a theme that

emerged strongly during thiest round of interviewsNumerous interviewees acknowledged strong

commitment from leaders at the state and regional offices as a factor that facilitated implementation.

Similarly, several respondents reported that leadership supportwéiverwas an importat facilitator

of successful implementatioti.was also noted that among the leadership there was a long history of

wanting to move towards-homeservices, and that tiveaiver provided the opportunity to do the
implementatonOne i nterviewee described the fiexcitement
state and regional leadet®adership involvement was operationalized in several ways-edugstion

of state leadergh team members about all facets of the implementation so that everyone understood and

could communicate about all aspect$ioineWorks frequent and regular esite presence of state

|l eaders in the region, il i-diteproblegolving ahdecbaohinginthe st at e
pilot offices with supervisors and caseworkers; the role of the reqadnahistratoras a bridge between
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the field and state leadership staff; and the ongoing communication, prebleng, and team work
between statand regional leaders abddomeWorks

Some challenges and concerns were also identified regarding the role of lea@®rstapncern

expressed by a few respondents was the need for more public commitment from upper level leadership at
DHS, including tle new Executive Directof.op leaders were often placed in the role of being the public
face forHomeWorkswith key constituencies including the LegislatUfarthermore, while most

respondents felt that there was a strong sense of commitment comin@dradntinistration and upper

level leadership of DCFS, there was not as strong a sense of support at all levels of the orgdinization.

was reported, for example, that some supervisors openly expressed very negative attitudes towards
HomeWorks which hindeed implementation at the practice level and may have influenced the attitudes

of front-line staff.

One challenge expressed at the direct service level was a lack of certainty about whether state level
leaders understood the reality of implementatioheaioffice, team, and caseworker lev8leme

examples offered were setting realistic caseload sizes, acquiring resources for the services and supports
required forin-homecases, and putting into place a coaching and mentoringAofaral concern

expressed by some participants was whether leadership commitment would continue when some tragic
results occurred with an-homecase instead of blaming the caseworKéis topic was openly discussed

at some WLT meetings, where the need for strong organizbsiamalards and boundaries was identified.

Findings were mixed during thiest round of interviewsegarding whether there was shared

accountability for the successtlddbmeWorks On the one hand, leaders and many key stakeholders at

both the state andg®nal level agreed strongly that there was a strong sense of shared accountability

within DCFS at both the state and regional levels for successful implementatiomefiVorks These

interviewees described an environment that was characterized by teamwla#r division of tasks and
responsibilities, and a willingness to help with one another in order to get tasks accom@lisbed.

interviewees identified some challenges around accountabilitgncern expressed by several

interviewees was a belididt there were no identified outcome measures or indicatorofoeWorksat

either the system level or the child and family lexlother concern reported by several respondents was

that other key partners in the child welfare system, including judge&€Ahs, did not share in the
accountability. Finally, concerns were raised tha
have this blind spot of how we move beyond implementation to sustainable sMéeessc andt ment al
abandon this and putonautep i | ot . 0

Shared accountability at the individual child and family level was also raised as a concern by some
intervieweeslt was noted that caseworkers alone should not bear this responsibility; it should be shared

with child welfare superviso@nd administrators, judges, and other representatives of the judicial system;

and that everyone should be asking: AWas there so
we didnodét know in making this decision?0

The use of a strategic planningpess in the implementation ldbmeWorkswas another area explored
with intervieweesSome respondents felt that this was a strength; they described the use of workgroups

with clear tasks, leadership involvement on all workgroups, and timeframes thdteiverenet; this
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perception was affirmed in reviewing agendas and summaries of some workgroup méeitngs.
respondent summarized the concerns about strategi
and barriers Bxampesoffeeed regardingehie €hallenges were pressures to roll out the

first pilot before actually being ready, the time needed to change personal beliefs about what is best for
families, and insufficient persgmower to get tasks accomplish&dhen asked whhaer any key groups

were excluded from planning, groups that were mentioned included Intake, CPS, and external groups

such as judges and GALSs.

During thesecond round of interviewthere was wide agreement that leadership had been both very

committed tahe HomeWorksframework and very involved in its implementatidany positive
statements were made about individual administrat
program, as well as being helpful in coordinating resources and seihegs.was a theme of leadership
proactively working through challenges and continuously making adjustments based on feedback from

staff.

Some concern was expressed about the division between administration and the éaselivarkersin

that some respondents felt there was a disconnect
who oversee it, that Kkttyl ¢é@mder as gveen cee Mitmi ssaii ch,g i i
itdés really hard to feel Il i ke t hevyAnotherndtedthainder st a
while leaders were effective in guiding the overall implementatidtionfieWorksat the state level, the

local implementation did not seem specialized enough and specific needs were not addressed as well.

Additionally, many interviewees said there was shared accountability between key leaders and the rest of

the staff, exhibited byegionadministratorb e i n g A p r HomeAotks Howeer, sorhe

respondents expressed the burden they felt to make the program work under an increased workload and
thought they may be blamed if the program failRReéspondents noted that administrat®ebrated the

successes of the program and gave crediaseworker or figoodo wor k, but many |
expectation to make the program work fell much more heavily on the shoulders of caseworkers.

Heading into the third year @faiverimplementaibn, there was continued momentum in encouraging the
HomeWorksframework through language, problem solving, and coacBiage respondents said that
HomeWorksvas fAall we talk aboutodo at meetings, and tha
the project in the communitynterviewees saw leadership as very supportive in both the coaching and
mentoring aspects as well as working through chal
bri dAgse .sot at ed by one rpertingeveryivieeretyou gofifibin the/topdortre s u p
bottom. The state office is very supportive and i

During thethird round of interviewsparticipants were generally highly positive about the involvement of

both gate and regional leadership in the implementatiddaheWorks Words that respondents used to

describe thetate level mpl ement ati on team included Aamazing, f
wi se about keepi @ngsumhartycmmeheé fWwasef Aidbnt honk it has
i mpl ement ati on of anyt hi Pegceptiohsavere dlsb keighlpositivesabooith 6 s e v
the regional leadership team and its role in implementation.
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Participants also described a trickledown effe¢tat occur r ed: nit went from u
CWAs, to the supervisors, down to the regolseworkera nd t he exci t ement came s
Regional leaders described their level of involvement WislmeWorksas a major roleFinally, one
respondent discussed the role of Ainfor mal |l eader
makeHomeWorksit he way we do business, and Thskformg it an
leadership occurred through caseworkers whorbe¢tomeWorksexperts and champions.

An external stakeholder, on the other hand, expressed a different view about leadership involvement in
HomeWorks This perception was an uncertainty about how much the leadership involvement had
impacted the enthusiason behaviors of supervisors and caseworkEngs view also was expressed by
some internal stakeholders who wished that both state and regional leadership had been more involved
with implementation, in terms of connecting with outside entities includimdetial offices and

community partners.

For this set of respondents, beliefs about shared accountability were highly correlated Theotesias
consensus among caseworkers and child protective investigators that accountability was not shared, and

thatif HomeWorkdailed, blame would fallontheni.]| can guarantee itds not go
thatit fails.I t 6 | | be the casewor ker s di Bvertwhentheset hei r | ob,
respondents acknowledged that persons in higher ep nohy take some responsibility, the perception

was that the caseworker would be the person held mostrespoiistble. | t hi nk it woul d b
t hroughout, but, Il think, it would start from the

The perception of supervisors was thiapervisors were viewed as responsible for the success or failure

of HomeWorks One supervisor commented that there were times when there were corpgetitigs
andholdingcaseworkeraccountable foHomeWorksgot put aside in order to address chidlesy

concerns, particularly at times of crishsother observation was that there had been very little recent

information or communication from leadership abdomeWorksAs one respondent expr
been quite some time sinceHoméMores heacdualkl yewer kied

Regional leaders, on the other hand, shared two beliefs: there was shared accountability and, leaders were
primarily accourdible forHomeWorkssuccess or failurédne leader referred the previous evaluation,
finding that I|line staff believed that they woul d
theydre responsi bl e f or fidr, Thiatespondemnt expressed asadness we a
about this belief and uncertainty about how to change this percéepticontrast to the perceptions of

frontline staff, then, leaders clearly expressed the belief that they were accountable for outcomes

asso@ted withHomeWorks

There was limited discussion in tfaurth round of interviewabout the role of eithestate levebr
regional leaders in the implementatiorHimeWorks One point of view from a regional administrator
was that participation by ramal leaders had been strong since the beginning of implementation and

remained strong, fAWe meet every qlomeWoksWevalkt h t he
about any barriers, any issues, things that we need to adthasss likethatSo it is stil |l on
A conflicting perspective was that that there had

and there was a need to get back on trthken asked why this had occurred, the response was that
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leadersneededtofocs on many i ssues an dHoméWonksweearekiadof ocus s o
negl ect i ngOne ardaefragreeementavas.thie need for continued leadership support at both
division and regional levels for sustainability.

Vision and Values

During thefirst round of interviewsrespondents discussed the rationale fonthigeras trying to

prevent children from coming into care when they can safely be kept at Tibenkelief expressed was

that far more effort and resources were spent when childrenreraoyed from their families, and that
removal causes trauma for children and for par&wseral participants commented that there had been a
trend over several years in Utah with increasing numbers of children in foster care and far fewer children
receving in-homeservices, partly because existing family preservation programs were cut due to budget
reductions.

There was strong consensus across stakeholders at all levels that theHgpmaé@iorkswas to keep

children safely at homélmost all of therespondents stated this go@ahe respondent characterized the

goal as a change in focus: fhome &omere$pandentsy, r ath
included other goals that were related to this primary goal, such as improving casewtisker ski

particularly within-homeservices, increasing resourcesifethomecases, adopting a standardized

protocol for conducting assessments, and having multiple individuals, or multiple agencies, involved in

making decisions about familie@ne responderiielt that more clarity was needed about the goals of

HomeWorks especially regarding how success would be measured.

Findings were varied regarding whether there was a shared visidorizg\Worksboth within DCFS and

with system partner#é\s one particippat not ed, AWedr e wor koiunwithhiothe i t , it
department, several interviewees stated that there was a strong shared vision among the leadership at both
the state and NortheRegion levelsThe vision aligned with the goals BbmeWorks to keep children

safely at home and strengthen parent capacity, and to return children home sooner when they were

removed.

Below the leadership level within DCFS, respondents expressed that there was less clarity and less
agreement about the wisi. One reason was that there was consensus on the goals but questions remained
about implementation and the impact on prac#iceelated concern was that leaders did not understand

Awhat it takeso to make the necis-Bomeserycesc hanges at
competentlyThe second area of concern expressed was lack of agreement about the vision, especially
amongs ome supervisors and caseworkers including pro
the o%$dmeerdasons noted were outliers with a Await

interest and/or skills in doing-homeservices, and a l&®f support on individual cases from the legal
system.

Most respondents in tleecond round of intervievegireed there was not yet a shared vision regarding
HomeWorksoutside of the agency, especially among the legal partners: judges, guardians ad litem, and
attorneysSome respondents noted that these groups included advocates with different goals for children
and for families and that acquiring a shared vision vhigt was very challengin@ne related concern
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expressed was that some | eaders believed that the
did not understand that ongoing education and teaching would be necessary.

When asked about their persbwigion for HomeWorks there was consensus about supporting and
teaching parents the skills they need so that children could remain safely aSlkeweral interviewees

noted the need to increase the resources for services and supportsofoefamilies, including the

realization that some families were not Medicaid eligible, and that other funding would be needed to pay
for mental health and substance abuse servmge frustration was expressed due to the expectation

that thewaiverw o u | d fresoueces fan thi®purpose, yet that had not occurred.

Personal visions also included the cultural shift that was needed so that judges, law enforcement and other
legal partners understand and embrace the shift from child safety to chHoeivgjlA related wish was

that caseworkers would be competent in damigomeservices, and that legal partners would develop
confidence in DCFSO0 abil it yAnotrerpredebf¢he persanal Vison s er v e
expressed was thatthe systemwaouldve t o a greater prevention focus
h e | Fpnally, a few respondents discussed their hope that the agency would be able to take the planning
process that is being used fdomeWorksand replicate it with other projects lnding goal setting,

resource development, cultural infusion, task follgpy and attention to casework practice, including

mentoring and caseload size.

Respondents during tisecond round of interviewsad broad consensus in the way they understood the
vision and goals dflomeWorks except fora few consistent areas of hesitantigere was strong

agreement thadomeWorksshould bring the focus back to strengthening and empowering families and
providing more intensive services in order to maintain safigne common outcomes that respondents
hoped the program would bring were more time and a stronger relationship with families, a break in the
generational cycle of dependence on the system, and more community awareness of and participation in
theHomeWorksmodel.

Even when respondents agreed personally with the visiblomie\Works they also expressed concern

about how to successfully implement the program without further traumatizing children, especially in

cases where parents were not seen as havihglchie n 6 s b e s t A significent parsafthis at hear
concern was not having resources in placefseworkersr families to access easily and quickly,

especially for higher risk cases.

Another area of continued discrepancy in terms of havingedhasion forHomeWorkswas a perceived

di vision between staff who were fion boardod and th
occurred between veteran staff, who were fia harde
skeptical abouthe waiverbeing any different, and newer staff, who were traindddmeWorksfrom the

beginning and did not know any other wajere was also continued discussion of particular sectors of

the agency, like CPS, not necessarily having the same visibe esst of the agency, which many felt

was due to inadequate training.

Furthermore, several respondents pointed to external agencies that did not seem to fully share in the
HomeWorksvision and erred on the side of caution when considering keeping dhitedheme These
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partners included judges, GALs, and probatiaseworkersOne respondent noted that with cases heavily
tied to the judicial systemsuch as sexual abuse, domestic violence, and extreme drubaseWorks
may not have a big impact besauthese are typically highgsk cases and legal partners will still seek
removals However, even with the noticeable distinction betwesseworkerand partners who have

i e mb r AameWabksand those who have not, respondents seemed to see movensdsta shared
vision overall, as the community began trusting that children would be removed appropriately in more
serious cases.

Data from the third year of i mplementation reflec
onHomeWorkéand to fAkeep it up front, d as some casewor
phase, while others, even veteran employees, felt that they were moving in the right dideetion.

respondent noted the importance of constant communication betweegiatisrand parties in order for

the implementation to be successfiliere was discussion about caseworkers being excited about
HomeWorksbecause they felt it matched their background in social work and their desire to truly help
families.Even though repts continued about differences in opinion between DCFS and legal partners,

there were continuous efforts to talk through and mediate those iBaspgndents all remained firm in

their vision that the fiover alylhomgfwreolrkidssand of cour se
permanency. 0

In thethird round of interviewsthere was consensus across participantdibiaie\Worksaligned closely

with their personal vision and values, including a resebased belief that children do better if they can

remain safely at home; lower caseloads would offer case managers more time to work intensively with

families; making more services available to families would help families become healthier, with fewer

families returning to care; and thHdomeWorksoffered he opportunity to do what social work teaches.

The strongest agreement was on the value of keeping children with their families; twelve respondents
expressed thisbeliebne external stakeholder noted, Alf ever
real y believe we woul d n eTwechallenges eereanoted relatedto cargyingmi nat i
out theHomeWorksvision: a lack of resources, especially related to drug treatment, and conflicting court
expectations.

When queried about the rationate HomeWorks respondents stated that its primary purpose was to

keep children with their families and redum&-of-homeplacementsAs one super vi sor not

make mistakes just like all of us make mistakes.d i f t hey o6r e dddivisiontamd cooper a
work on their environment so their environment is safer for their kids or be cooperative with a safety plan

to make sure that their kids are saf e, ,Thelsecahd n 6t k n

highest rationale offerethat HomeWorksaligned with social work values and practiéeregional leader

summarized the rationale felomeWorksas f ol | ows : Al think the overarc

BN

serve families better. o

There was also strong agreement among both intentiaéxternal stakeholders regarding the following

goals ofHomeWorks keeping families together safely, strengthening families so that they become a

stronger unit, educating and sKilliilding with parents so that they are more successful, increasing the
number of services and resources offered in the hoc
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with the | east amoOneexterna $takeholderagneed with thet gbaés moted above but
added a word of «caut iglocaseloadsgaaa ctallemge to énmgpleneentationk e r s 6 h

There was consensus among most participants that a shared vidame#Vorkswvas widespread at
Division, state and regional levelEhere was also concern expressed H@aheWorkshad been in place

in the Northern Region for three years and was in danger of becoming stagmeas further noted that

some experiencechseworkerswho had seen programs come and go, still believed that this could be one
of t hose @AcomeAdearctrategyavasmeriloed fordonusing on teams without a shared
vision through monthly meetings with supervisors, reviewing the model with supervisors and
caseworkers, and strengthening coaching activifieether participant described a recent regional
supervisory meetmpwhere caseworkers demonstrated five to sél@nmeWorksactivities used with

families, so that supervisors and CWAs could understand better how caseworkers were interacting with
families.One challenge identified was tHabmeWorkswas not being used witamilies whose children

were in foster carelhesuggestiorwas made that the UFACET be completed with these families.

Respondents also agreed there was less shared visiorHamoetVorkswith outside partners in the

Northern Region, although progresssadentified.One participant commented that community partners

agreed with the values BffomeWorksb ut s ome vi ewed it d@Osaposgitivet 6 s | ust
note, one participant commented that at a recent conference, a provider did a preseatationitrwa s al |

aboutHomeWorks 6 and noted t he val uHomeWWbrkshith ethempoviders pr ov i d e

and community member8. super vi sor made the following summar)
think overall people want to be able to keeplitls inthe homel. t hi nk t hat és a huge o
not only wus but the overall <child welfare system

When discussing judges, it was noted that judges had been trairlednawWorksand some judges were

mak ng efforts to rely on caseworkersodo jAnadhgment r e
participant observed that some judges embratmdeWorksbecause it was offering families more

services and giving parents more directidowever, another respondent noted that there were fewer

cases going to courts than in the past, and this made some judges and GALSs nervous.

There was limited discussion in tfaurth round of interviewabout the role of eithestate levebr

regional participants in the implementationHidmeWorks One point of view from a regional
administrator was that regional |l eadersé particip
i mpl ementation and remai ned esdtateofficgstaff ihavelledoatet ever
HomeWorks We talk about any barriers, any issues, things that we need to adtiags.like that. So it

is still Aoncoonufrl ircatdianrg. oper specti ve was that that t
thepast few months and there was a need to get back on track. One area of agreement was the need for
continued | eadership support: Al think support fr
continuing to offer us new resources, new waystmoerct wi t h the familyé just 1
continue to use it.o

Environment

There was general agreement duringfitst round of interviewshat the leadership of DCFS both at the
state level and in the NortheRegionwas committed to the succedsfaplementation oHomeWorks
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Interviewees recognized that this commitment had played out concretely with the very frequent presence
of state leaders in the region, and by their active engagement with supervisors and caseworkers regarding
the practice chages.In a similar manner, it was reported that regional leaders were in active dialogue

with staff about implementation, including participation in staffings about difficult cases.

Several challenges were reported, however, related to the DCFS origanizelimate One dilemma
mentioned by some interviewees was sustaining over time, without the initial excitement and close
attention to implementation driverat the pilot sites, there was variability among caseworkers in their
acceptance of the shift emphasis towarde-homeservicesAs one leader explained, leaders needed to
acknowledge the additional burdens on caseworkers, minimize other new initiatives that would impact
caseworkers, and create additional support capacity for them, includiaglargpand mentoring plan.

A critical component to implementation of any initiative is effective communication, both within and
outside of the organizatioAlthough DCFS appeared tecognize thémportance of having caseworkers,
supervisors and regioh@aanagers communicate issues and concerns to leadership, respondents indicated
thatthewaiveb s r ol | out wa s Hgwevermaommunicationavprkgbup Wwad met and
articulated important goals and outcomes relative to this corfeerexamplepne workgroup goal was

to work with all staff, starting with intake, so that they could adequately communicate talking points
aboutHomeWorkswith stakeholders with whom they interacted.

Support forHomeWorksby the external players in the child welfayestem was a perceived barrier.

Many respondents agreed that the legal partners, especially judges and GALs, were not fully on board
regarding the value @fi-homes er vi ces; some mentioned there was
partners needed confidentbat families could beelped,and children would be safe wiil-home
servicesOthers mentioned a concern thiEimeWorkswas not a solution, but rather a way of prolonging

an inevitable removal suggestiordrawn from the data was that DCFS continuprtoritize and

communicate the prioritization of child safety over any policy change.

In contrast, there were some judges who saw immediate merit in increasindpasadeservices and
were supportivéf they could see it working for specific familig3ne respondent explained:

What I like is, if we can deal with the problems at home safely, it's like, | want you to deal
upfront and in the environment we live in and these are the people and, you know, they're only
going to be so good, but just help thget as best as they can, and let's mové&onthat's why |

like HomeWorks And | like spending the money upfront on the front end of when families need
it rather than trying to pick up the pieces on the back end of this thing, where you got kids and
families who are in real crisis and it's just a mess.

Findings were mixed regarding support FismeWorksfrom providersOne comment was that DCFS
needed to clearly communicate with providers what it wants, and that relevant performance indicators be
written into their contractsAdditionally, residential and foster care providers needed a specific
communication and outreach strategy; a decrease-ofdwtme placements would threaten their

financial bottom line and viability as an organization unless thegived technical assistance and
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communication regarding adapting their service array to fill a growing ne@dliomeservices and
diversion or early intervention.

Another environmental aspect explored through the interviews was politicebamdunity support for

system changé&ome interviewees commented that Utah was a conservative state and that some prevalent
beliefs would be useful, such as: government should stay out of the lives of families, family is valued, and
children should be cadefor by their parent$On the other hand, one respondent noted that there were two
environmental variables that were highly challenging in any child welfare system: poverty and substance
abuseAnother comment was that the federal government, the legisl&, and t he Auditor o
needed education regarding the time it takes to implement system cRaggeding community support,
interviewees felt that community support was developing, and this support was needed from organizations
such as churches e&mgage them in providing informal supports for families.

At the point of thdirst round of interviewsstakeholders primarily shared that the area of system
collaboration and external communication was in its preliminary sthggsl meetings had bee

conducted with some stakeholders such as mental health providers, GALs, and judges, but collaboration
had not yet taken placéhe DCFS Communication workgroup had articulated several key goals that
included fostering an understanding among externaéBtd#ers of the population to be served, the

vision and philosophy behinrdomeWorks and the process involved irHameWorkscase Another

important goal was to encourage joint responsibility commuwmithe for ensuring success of the
HomeWorksmodel andts implementation over tim&eaming with partners around service provision on
specific cases to avoid duplication of services was another critical component identified by respondents.

DCFS reportedly had several lotgym goals regarding external comrization and collaboration with

stakeholders who impact children and famiiesse agencyds hope was that Leg
increased understanding of what data to ask for and feel comfortable working with the Department when
sponsoring bills relted to the provision ah-homeservicesAnother common theme was the desire for

the Legislature to commit additional funding to the child welfare system in order to ensure successful
implementation and continuation of tAiemeWorksmodel. DCFS was condiering different approaches

for communicating with stakeholder groups, including #eeled information and other online

communications such as blogs, press releasesymedtia products and brochures and pamphlets.

One goal of thé¢dlomeWorksproject repared by interviewees was to strengthen coordination with

community partners and identify and improve the resource base available to support parents and children.
The DCFS workgroup dedicated to service array and development of community resources canducted
in-depth inventory of community services that address prevalent child welfare needs or that positively
impact domains of child and family wedeing. Related goals included: determining to what extent
evidencebased or evidene@aformed services were aNable in communities, particularly services

focused on trauma, neglect, mental health, or substance abuse; makingft@us®ed training available

to providers; and identifying gaps in services and prioritizing needs for developing additional resources
within the community.

There was unanimous agreement during the first round of interviews that the availability of an array of
appropriatén-homeservices and supports was a major obstacle for successful implementation of
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HomeWorks s p ar s ehow éxistingavadilabilitywassdescribed by mamjie belief expressed
was that when atisk families were served at home, available, accessible and ewibasee services

must be in place to ensure child safety and child-tathg.Hope was expressed thragional authority
would be established to create contracts to expand local resources such as peer paremtitayreand
counselingA related issue was that strategies should be developed to fund mental health services for
families who are not Medicaieligible.

Some important themes emerged duringsiéaeond round of interviewslated to the general environment
of HomeWorksand its implementatiorOverarching themes included: significant problems with service
availability and accessibility; frontlineaseworker$eeling overburdened with cases; and confusion in
roles among community partneksowever, these issues were combined with many posititleois on
different aspects of thdomeWorksproject, such as a general sense of support from supervisors,
enthusiasm for the potential of the project, and a growing solidarity around working together.

The lack of adequate services was one of the moststently noted problem&any respondents felt

they were not able to do their job well because they were restricted by the limited types and availability of
servicesThis problem was often exacerbated by the notion that the sucddemeiNorkswas

contingent upon having more services, yet many felt there were either less services or services were more

di fficult to access; they KHomeWotkémios el@ne ®dpondentt i on as
for example, stated tamathgfityheblvaokisqofdo ramgdourncdelit
families up for failure because the expectations for them to participate in services that were so restricted

were unrealisticMany respondents also noted the difficulty of accessing specific eggiach as mental

health service, domestic violence education and supports, and substance abuse t@aenent.

mentioned the need for more Sparégieaking services, childcare, and medical care for dental and vision
treatment.

In terms of support toarry out work aligned with thllomeWorksdeology, manyaseworkers
vocalized challenges with workload and additional activities required by the rSoded respondents

described feelings of fAburnout , in-hdedassgHoweeet, a mmed, 0
the sentiment of having too much work was almost equally matched with statements about loving
HomeWorkshecause it was fiwhat social work is all abou

that home visits were more meaningful nGe contradictions in these two sentiments point to the
tension between the strong desire many respondents felt to make the program work and the frustration
they felt with the lack of proper structural support.

In terms of communication with external paers, although some respondents pointed to positive

momentum, there was continued disagreement between several partners anBrb@Edme

perspectives, external partners attending an aggpmysored open house seemed excited about

HomeWorks many attedeerespondents discussed the need to communicate moreHdroaiVorks

and promote collaboratio@v er al | , data from these interviews hi
everyone on boardo and educate commgni hThetepar d6ner s
seemed to be more momentum with judges in terms of education and support, although a lack of clarity

still existed regarding which cases were deerecheWorksand how they could differentiate their

services and treatmemurthermore, somm j udges and GALs were stildl per c
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Atruecateworked® abi |l ity to make appropriate decisions
the | egal team as an fAi mpedi mento or fAbarrier, o0 o

twasfuher reported that some community partners had
within anin-homeframework; the agency had partnered with specific organizations to overcome barriers,

and some advocates had dlefangliescapdevdre moreihgdiutto r el at i ons
caseworkerdn one location, a GAL worked {office withcaseworkers whi ch made a HAhuge
in smoothing out communications with the legal side.

Within DCFS, support foHomeWorksamong frontlinecaseworkersvas described as variabMost
respondents agreed there was widespread support for the concept of keeping children in théthome.
regard specifically ttlomeWorks however, it was reported that some staff had bought in to the
intervention, while otherstill had not. More experiencaedseworkersvho had been with the agency for
many years were identified as being particularly resistant to practice change.

Administrators emphasized that change is difficult, and some employees become stuck in their ways
They also recognized that caseworkers who had been with DCFS for a long time have seen numerous
initiatives come and go over the years, and this sense of temporariness was another factor fueling
resistanceln response to this challenge, administrataqgessed the need to continue to voice their
support and make it clear thHdbmeWorkswas here to stayn contrast, newer caseworkers were
characterized as being relatively quick to {iiyo HomeWaorks particularly since many of them had

never worked wh any other practice model.

Variation among respondents was also seen in their perceptions of the degree of staff suppotihand buy
Some expressed the belief that there had been improvement over the past couple years and there was
increased bwjn amongstaff. On the other hand, some respondents voiced the perception that support

waswaningA supervisor, for example, articulated that
and wedr e tr vy icaseyworkeso stam bheinddomeVeorkaninde d a drhis perception
stood in contrast to the messages they received a

number of respondents expressed a strong sense that there was still a lot needing to be done to improve
implementation.

Respouents identified several specific challenges they perceived to be barriers to obtaining greater
support and buyn among staffOne issue was the basic nature of the child welfare field, which was
characterized as a crisis environment in which it canffieudi to stay focused on implementatioh.

related issue was workloadlany respondents indicated that caseworkers were struggling with high
caseloads, and this presented a challenge in meeting the expectationsed¥/orkso work more
intensively withfamilies. A third issue that was raised was a perception among some caseworkers that
HomeWorkshad not been effectiv@he fact that caseworkers perceioimeWorksas an ineffective
intervention further diminished employee morale, and it may have caetlibw staff feeling they were

not successful in their job.

Some respondents, particularly supervisors and administrators, described strategies they used to
encouragédomeWorksand support staff in their implementation effo@e respondent expressed a
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commitment from the administration to fund additional services and support caseworkers in strategizing
about new ways t Aswnllesapervisnis offeradtesatples ef strdtegies they used in

their offices to support practice change, inagddiscussion dHomeWorksprinciples during staff
meetings; focusing on a fpr dHomeWorkseseurcé raamt andevenf t he
providing incentives taaseworkersAnother supervisor described her effort to create monthly clysiten

for caseworkers to encourage application of the protective factors during their home visits, but was unable

to get approval to provide monetary incentiwd§thout incentives, the initiative met with limited

participation from a small number of caselens.A final theme from frontline staff was the perception

that communication from leadership was limited and they wanted to have greater input in planning and
decisionmaking activities.

During thethird round of interviewsrespondents perceived that, for the most part, there was strong
support and buyn for HomeWorksamong community partner$.was noted that there was some
resistancearly in themplementation rollout, but support had grown as partners gained greater
understanding of the new approach.

Respondents from DCFS recognized that community support was critical to the success of the
intervention.Collaboration among system partners was generally described as quite good, and was seen

as a strength of the child viete systemii| t hi nk up here in the Northern
ability for all the partners to come to the table and work really well together which really benefits the
kids, 0 a | e gRedpongeats withineDCFSsagireet witd theseimentts, expressing the

perspective that the Northern Region system partners generally shared the same goal of trying to do what
was best for families, resulting in a lot of teaming eaolthboration.

Given the perceived importance of community suppadtkansin, a critical component of the

implementation process was educating and communicating with community partners. The perspective

shared by DCFS, patrticularly at the administrative level, was that communication with system partners

was very strong, anthatHomeWorkshad become i ngrained: Anow i tbs | L
Conversely, external stakeholders who participated in the interviews expressed the sentiment that
communication aboutiomeWorkshad dwindled since the initial rollout, and thevas a need for greater
communication to occur.

System partners generally supported the vision to keep children in the home whenever ptissibtgh

there was generally a perception that considerable community suppddn@\Worksexisted, some

pariners continued to express concerns about implementation and how DCFS was ensuring the safety of
children in the homd= o r exampl e, a GAL, articul atedlthat, il
think, there needs to be more of a concrete plantbweri t hat t h dtwasiredostedéhate s af e. 0
seeing the research and the tools that were being used helped to address some of the concerns among
community partners.

Respondents did note there was variability in the extent to which parii&@lss, judges, and legal
partners were on boareportedly, some partners continued to be resistant to certain aspects of the
HomeWorksintervention, as implementation had shifted some of their roles and levels of involvement.
The shift towards voluntaryesvices and a decrease in court intervention, in particular, was seen as a
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source of conflictAmong some respondents, particularly frontline staff, there was also uncertainty about
the extent to which there was awareness and understanditogm&E\Worksamang various community
partnersStaff at the frontline reported that they did not hear community partners talking about
HomeWorksvery much, and that they did not really see changes among external stakeholders that reflect
adoption of theHomeWorksframewok. Despite various training and communication efforts on the part

of DCFS, it appeared that those on the frontline continued to encounter limited understanding and
incorporation oHomeWorksamong some community partners.

One area of particular concemas a perceived lack of political support tsomeWorks Several

respondents, both within DCFS and among partner agencies, articulated a need for greater legislative
support.Responses indicated that the state office had been in communication with tlatuesgts]
explainHomeWorksand attempts to solicit support, but these efforts had not met with sucaelsaf

funding continued to be a significant challenge, and the legislature continued to push through budget cuts
that limited the ability of DCFS tariplement the array of service interventions necessary to meet the

needs of children and families.

This limitation leads to the final theme emerging under the Environment domain durthgdireund of
interviews that ofinsufficient services and resaas.Respondents described the need for additional
resources as a constant struggiieerviewees from DCFS expressed that they had good community
partners, but the problem was simply the need to expand the service array and an overall lack of options
to do so.Some respondents reported that the resource situation had improved somewhat, pointing to
expansion of some intensive family preservation services, but limited service availability remained a
considerable challengé&.number of respondents, on the@tland, reported that they had not seen an
increase in resources sindemeWorksbegan Specific services that were reported to be lacking included
substance abuse treatment, particularly inpatient treatment, and domestic violence resources.
Administratos mentioned that they were engaging community partners to explore options for expanding
the service array, but the lack of funding for resource development presented a significant barrier.

In addition to a general lack of serviaeailability, challenges with access to services were also identified.
Numerous interviewees discussed lack of transportation, particularly in rural areas, which typically were
far from service location®eveloping resources within rural communities wasatibed as difficult since

they generally lacked a sufficient cliendse to sustain servicésack of flexible office hours presented

another barriern particular, the drug testing facility was mentioned by several respondents as having
extremely limied hours of operatiotinally, long waitlists for services was reported as a significant
problem.Respondents reported that the lack of sufficient services had a significant impact on the success
of HomeWorks reflecting that the current service array was meeting the needs of children and

families. Simply increasing the frequencyocofs s e w ovisits eas @at enough to address safety
concernsThe bottom line emphasized by respondents was that they needed to have the services available
to implementHomeWorkse f f ecti vely, fAespecially considering
of HomeWorks BRespondents felt disappointed by the lack of resource development, which they had
been told would be part of titomeWorksmplementation.

In thefourthround of interviewsrespondents identified a number of strengths and challenges related to
the DCFS organizational environment as well as the broader community envirowiteimt.DCFS,
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interviewees described support fdomeWorksamong frontlinecasewokersas variableMost

respondents agreed there was widespread support for the concept of keeping children in théthome.

regard specifically ttlomeWorks however, it was reported that some staff had bought in to the

intervention, while others still ldanot. The most buyin reportedly was among nesaseworkerecause
HomeWorkswas the training curriculum they received on hiring and now, they acddptadWorksas

ibusi nes Onexhkallenge entifieddvas that socaseworkersvho embracetHomeWorks

preferred to have ailh-homecases, but this was not possible in rural ar&asther barrier was that some
families were resistant to services and fido not w

Respondents pointed to several specific challenges they perceived to ées baiwbtaining greater staff
support and buyn. One challenge, was the basic nature of the child welfare field, characterized as a
crisisdriven environment where it could be difficult to stay focused on implementation when
caseworkersvere constantly mnaging crisesA related issue was workloalllany respondents indicated
that caseworkers were struggling with high caseloads, thereby presenting a challenge in meeting the
expectations ofomeWorksto work more intensively with families.

Regardingextenal stakeholders and community partners, respondents perceived that, for the most part,
there was strong support and knyfor HomeWorks It was noted that there was some resista&acky in
theimplementation rollout, but support had grown as partneéredareater understanding of the new
approachSome respondents at the administrative level, for example, described how agencies specializing
in foster care were especially resistant in the beginning due to the implications that there would be a
decreasedeed for their serviceSome of these agencies expanded their focus over time to include
offeringin-homeservices to familieRespondents from DCFS recognized community support as critical

to the success of the intervention, including system partharsg the same goal of trying to do what is

best for families. Reports that there was a lot of teaming and collaboration for each family were
summarized by one CPS worker, who expresséfd try to build these teams of support for our families
sothabnce we are gone, they still have this group o

Education and communication abélameWorkswith legal and community partners continued to be
viewed as a critical component of the implementation pro&espondents noted nuroes trainings and
conferences that continued to take place in the Northern Region to inform community partners and
stakeholders, such as GALs, AGs, and judges, dtaoe\Works The perspective shared by DCFS,
particularly at the administrative level, wast support by system partners was strong.

Some DCFS respondents did note there was still variability in the extent to which particular GALSs,

judges, and legal partners were on board witmeWorks The shift towards greater use of voluntary
servicesvasnoted as an ongoing source of conflitiegional administrator commented on this

chall enge: ifWe have a couple of judges and guardi
fixed unl ess we Abecandcbgrrier itleatiffred tvalsdt defense attormeys sometimes

wanted to limit services to the initial allegation rather than accepting the service needs identified through

the UFACET assessment. For example, the assessment could identify mental health and/or substance
abuse concernsahthe defense attorney does not want to acknowledge because they were not part of the
original allegationsAnother respondent noted tdbmeWorksdid not include any expectations for the

court system to embrace its values and princiheaddition, asnother participant noted, lack of control
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was a challenge of child welfare: nlis&pocasuthatat el vy,
we get to participate in.o

In response to this challenge, several participants emphasized th&aimesparf continued efforts to

engage the judiciary including training and educational evenggidition, it was suggested that the state
office i rather than the regianconduct somef the education because of a misperception by the

judiciary thatHomeéWNorkswas not the standard statewide and it was not being implemented in other
regions. Another emphasis was the importance of sharing data about family outcomes with the judiciary;
specifically, that recidivism rates are not higher for families volugtagrved byHomeWorksthan for

those who go through the judicial proceBse most favorable perceptions were about GALSs, their
willingness to participate proactively in team me
service planThere were rixed perceptions about AGs, with some respondents expressing that the AGs
work for the Division and were on board, and other respondents stating that the AGs emphasized safety
and removal too quickly and too often.

In summary, the perception of DCFS peigants about external stakeholders and community partners
regardingdomeWorkswvas t hat fithere was still a little bit o
super negat i veThabelikfwad thatthe Oivigioh Would dontidue tketa stand about

being more cliententered and that not every child needs to come before the court in order to be safe.

The final theme under the Environment domain was insufficient services and resources for fasnities.

previous data collection pkes, a number of respondents reported that they had not seen an increase in
resources sinddomeWorksbegan Specific services reported to be lacking included substance abuse

treatment, particularly outpatient treatment, and mental health treafRegmirs also pointed to crisis

management services, such as food and housing ogtioh en peopl e are in crisis.
whatHomeWorksis, and it is harder to help people learn about resilience and all of these other things if

their basic needsae n ot  bAerdlated theme was that whitomeWorkspromised new funds for

services, there was disappointment this did not occur, despite the needs assessment surveys that were
conductedOne regional | eader ¢ omme thdte@udregiofihadoéthabf t he me
project was that we were promised t hatlnaddtonwas goi
to a general lack of service availability, respondents identified continued challenges with access to
servicesNumerousdnterviewees discussed lack of transportation, particularly in rural areas, typically far

from service locationsAnother need identified was more prevention and family stabilization services,

such as Families First.

The perceptions of respondents weta tack of sufficient services had a significant impact on the

success oomeWorks Respondents expressed that the current service array was not sufficient to meet

the needs of children and familigsrelated perception was that without needed servidesieWorks

would not be effectiveOne respondent describeldmeWorksas the roadmap that describes what

parents need to be s ucHommetWsrkss the ansivdr to tvhat the groblemsot t hi n
are. o
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Stakeholder Involvement

During early implerentation, leadership conducted Q & A sessions with staff to learn more about what
was working in the field and what was nAtsuggestiorthat arose from the data was that these types of
sessions should be recurring to find out what issues comeHgnas\\brks progressed and

implementation spread to new regions. Another stakeholder mentioned the challenge of a staged roll out
with the IV-E Waiver, specifically trying to generate excitement in regions that would not experience
changes for a few years.

There was mixed feedback during first round of interviewsbout involvement of frorine staff,

although there was agreement that it would be critical to susta#anmg\Worksand achieving positive
outcomesOne sentiment was thaiiverinformation flowed one way from leadership rather than

truly involving frontline staff from the beginningAnother stakeholder felt that, although trainings had
occurred and information was shared abwaitverimplementabn, no one had askedseworkerand
supervisors who were in the homes on a regular basis what they thought should happen or what would
improve servicesAlternately, one stakeholder gave the example of involving two-fioatcaseworkers

as well as twdront-line supervisors on an implementation work group that developed a risk assessment
tool (the UFACET).This workgroup also asked fraolime staff to pilot test the instrument in each region.
Feedback from the pilot test and frontline staff helped Ishije refine the assessment process.

An example of early success at engaging external stakeholders was the role that Utah State University
was playing in teaching families how to cook, budget, and focus on nutAimther example was a

public relatiors staff line item added by DCFS usivgiverfunds to help with overall networking with

the communityAlthough there were some strengths identified with involving external stakeholders,
respondents generally felt thdbmeWorkswas not a community drivenitiative, but rather a DCFS

driven programThere were mixed feelings about why this was the &a®e stated that community
meetings had not gone well, others felt they simply had not taken place, and a third sentiment expressed
that it might be too ely in implementation to engage some groups.

It was commonly reported that mental health and residential service providers had not really been
engaged, in addition to drug and alcohol treatment senSoese respondents were concerned about the
disconnet between residential services providers were currently offering and the basic goal of
HomeWorkso prevent oubf-home placementst was generally felt that three important stakeholder
groups to target were GALS, judges and mental health provigleasng early outcome data with judges
and theOffice of the Attorney Generalas recommended as partitdmeWorkseducation efforts with
external stakeholderédinothersuggestiorthat emerged from the data was to involve legislators; for
example, asking a legjator to serve on a Quality Service Review (QSR) team so they had a firsthand
look at frontline service and casework.

In terms of implementation planning and family involvement, there was agreement among respondents
that not much had been done to datthough some initial activities had been trie@FS leadership

explained that foster parents had been involved, having an opportunity to share input through community
cafes, but birth parents anHildrenhad not been involved at althe Department ditry to plan a

meeting in conjunction with the Parent Advisory Groupdgan butran into barriersOne, was local

culture; the meeting was planned on the night of an important football game and had to be canceled at the
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last minuteThe other issue DCFSruggled with was the difficulty of trying to recruit former clients or
recurrent clients to give feedback on how the Department could be doing thingsGie#rrthe

challenges encountered, DCFS turned over the area of famishdddhvolvement toa researcher at

Utah State University who would run focus group€FS hoped that a neutral third party may have more
success in recruiting participants and get straightforward feedback.

In summary, findings from these initial interviews indicated thaktedtolder involvement was mixed
during the initial implementation ®lomeWorks Within DCFS there was strong leadership involvement
in planning for implementation, including leadership from the NortRewmion Interviewees agreed that
there was not mucvolvement of external stakeholders, such as the judicial system and providers
during the planning stagAs roll out of the pilot in the NortherRegionbegan, there was some outreach
and education with the legal partndtappeared that the judges and GALSs in the region continued to
have some reservations abowhomeservices but were open to dialogue with DCFH®ntline staff
reportedly were not involved in the early strategic planning phaséoime\Works but leadeship was
open to input and sought feedback from staff on how implementation was going, challenges they
experienced, and what types of support they nedgedilies and youth had minimal or no involvement
in HomeWorksplanning or implementation.

There wee mixed responses during tbecond round of intervievabout whether various stakeholders

had been involved in the planning and implementation process. Many respondents said they were not
asked to be involved, especially in the planning phases, and neseymnaware of the extent to which
different stakeholders were involved, family and youth in particAlecording to several responses,
however, DCFS staff seemed to have been well integrated into the implementation process and were
taking ownership of soe of the processes.

Some respondents spoke of many efforts to involve and educate community partners, including judges,
GALs, and service providers, reporting they had s
working togetheothadstde&ktcngbédwhheerel ationship
One respondent pointed out that some of the lack of unity between the agency and the courts may be a

result of handling voluntarliomeWorkscases internally, which meant that judged gonardians would

not see as many of these cases.

While most responses at all levels indicated that family and youth were not asked to be involved in

planning and implementation, many saw them as being involved in implementation simply by virtue of
participating in the program and its newtodfsa mi | i es wer e described as HAusi
with their children more, and some caseworkers were asking families what they wanted out of services

and what was going to work for theBnsuring that theaimilies had a strong understanding of the

process was important to several interviewees, yet there was still a sentiment that the agency was not
Atapping intoo family involvement.

Staff involvement was described mostly with reference to the implemensatibfeedback process.

Whil e most staff agreed dbanhot peocmpbkkemsomatifehnhtw
important role in helping to develop the progr&averal respondents felt that staffings and other

meetings were important parts of ihglementation process, and through these, staff could collaborate,
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brainstorm, and share ideas and tools to help prebtdwe common challenges faced by many others.

Sever al respondents noted that thei rlistehediuoheis and c
feedback and suggestiofish e dat a i ndicated that, overall , staff
staffings and meetings as well as coming up with agendas and plans.

In thethird round of interviewsrespondents expressed vagyperspectives with regard to ways in which
staff had been involved with theaiverplanning, decisioimaking, and implementatioResponses from

the administrative and management level emphasized efforts to involv& k@a#dministrative team and
supevisors in particular were described as being heavily involved in planning and deuskamy
processesAdministrators also indicated that there had been concerted efforts to engage caseworkers in
the process, such as including them on panels or workgroup

In contrast, however, some respondents indicated that staff involvement had been limited or that their
involvement did not have a meaningful impact on the profgtexample, some expressed that initially

there was greater staff involvementfupnt, but there was a sense that staff input did not result in the
changes neede@aseworkers who participated in interviews, for the most part, expressed that their
involvement in planning and decisiomaking processes had been limit€dseworkers stress#uht their
perspectives and experiences were critical to informing the implementation process since they were more
grounded in the current realities of families and the barriers that were encountered in the field.

Responses also indicated a lack of jgilainning efforts with external stakeholders, with differences in
perceptions of Ainvolvementdo emerging between res
participated in interviewsAmong DCFS respondents, trainings and presentations providedatoaixt
stakehol ders appeared to be interpreted as finvol
processThese meetings and trainings were described as the primary means for garnering community

support.

Responses overall indicated there had lzedastantial efforts to communicate with system partners about
the goals oHomeWorksand what it meant in terms of changes in child welfare pradtiaas less clear
whether information about the impatbmeWorkshad on child and family outcomes was conmicated

to these partner§here were no examples offered about ways in which these stakeholders had actually
been engaged in planning, decisioaking, or implementation efforts.

The lack of involvement of external stakeholders in such processes waswsn more apparent in the

responses provided by those who were interviewea. AGs, three GALs, and two judges participated

in interviews; while some acknowledged they received trainingameWorks they all explicitly stated

that they were not invoéd in planning effortsAs one stakeholder clearly articulated, the notion of

6i nvolvement 6 typically implies having the opport
suggestionsThese seven respondents from external agencies were all eraveary such opportunities

to participate in planning or decisionaking activities.

Finally, the majority of respondents indicated that families had not been asked to provide input about
HomeWorksor been engaged in planning or decismaking processes relateddiomeWorks Several

respondents did discuss ways in which families weregadjat the practiekevel, emphasizing that
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families participate in the UFACET assessment and provide input into their owriReapendents

generally indicated, however, that families were not involved at a broader dgstnit the same time,

family input was perceived to be valuable and important among many respondents who expressed beliefs
that greater family input would facilitate biry and help the child welfare system to better meet the needs

of families ancchildren In this regard, there was considerable support among respondents, and
particularly among frontline staff, for creating opportunities for greater family voice and participation at a
systemlevel.

There was limited discussion in tlaurth round of intengéwsabout stakeholder involvement witlaiver

planning, decisiommaking, and implementatioRegarding the involvement of DCFS staff, one

respondent noted the lack of involvement of CPHomeWorks mp | ement ati on, A The CP
the very beginning wadsft off the HomeWorksb o aExamples offered included lack of involvement in

the mandatory roll out training activities and a mandate for certification in the UFACET, yet not using it.
Another DCFS respondent commented on the importance of lettsayorkershave a voice in the

ongoing implementation and revisionsHomeWorks

Responses also indicated a lack of ongoing planning efforts with external stakefdideysrception of

the external stakeholder respondents was they were initially encotinagegh trainings and receiving
written information aboutomeWorks but this communication had not occurred for the past two or three
years.

Organizational Capaciyd Infrastructure

During thefirst year of implementatignmost respondents felt thizie current DCFS policies and
procedures were wedlligned with thevaivergoals, and reported that historically DCFS policy had
supportedn-homeservicesSome revisions to policies and procedures occurred prior to the start of the
implementation roll oy including development of policies and procedures for the new assessment
protocols and incorporation of the Strengthening Families Protective FRcaonework(SFPF) DCFS
received technical assistance from the National Resource CenitehfumeServices (NRCIH) and the
Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP) on the developmémthaimepractice guidelines and
incorporation of new practice principles into the-pxisting DCFS practice model.

Respondents perceived tidameWorksfit well with and built upon the prexisting practice model,

although some noted that there was still work to do in further developing and revising Ipefioyne
practice guidelines, in parti culGuidelinesf@ deeermmg por t ed
what cases were appropriate iimthomeservices and what cases required removal also arose as an issue

of concern among respondents, especially for external stakeholders such as judges afth@Hy sto
implementation, there were concerns thati@tired Decision Making (SDM) was not being used as

intended because the policies were not adequate, and a workgroup was assigned to clarify those practice
guidelines.

One challenge identified by respondents was a perceived disconnect between pgi@ctcel For
example, although most felt that the written policies were aligned with the goalsvditie there were
some perceptions that practice did not always follow what was written in gty the leadership
perspective, there was a needharge the mindset of some frdimte caseworkerg-rom the perspective
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of front-line caseworkerson the other hand, policy was not always realistic or informed by experiences in
the field; this could be another reason for some of the disconnect betwiegrapd practice.

One strength of thevaiverreported by respondents was an openness among the leadership to obtain
feedback from frontine staff and learn from their experiences as they attempted to implement
HomeWorksat the practice leveDCFS leaérship had been collecting feedback from friome staff

about what was happening on the ground, including what was working and what was challenging in terms
of implementation, so that the approach could be revised and refined as they moved forwé with t
waiverroll-out. Respondents reported that they would need ongoing technical assistance at the leadership
level around implementation, including guidance on effective implementation processes and ensuring
sustainability.

Training was identified as amportant component of the organizational infrastructure to ensure staff had
the necessary knowledge and skills to implement policy and procedures effectively into pxaetice.
procedures that were introduced to the pilot sites included the SDM assesrmttcaseworkersthe

new case transfer process from CPS tantHemeworker, and théedomeWorkspractice modelOne

concern was about who received HhemeWorkstraining: stakeholders expressed that it was important
for all caseworkers to receive the full training, including CPS and fostecasegorkersso that

everyone knew the model.

Another concern expressed was that the trainings did not clearly tesioslaaseworkers into how to
implement new procedures into practiCallenges with the implementation of SDM by CPS

caseworkers were identified early on, as there were discrepancies in when and how they were using the
tool. A CPS workgroup was put totdper toinvestigateand address the problems that were occurring.

Their conclusion was thaaseworkerslid not fully understand how to use the tool correctly and lacked

the support needed to implement effectivéiyresponse, the workgroup began deveigpegional

experts to provide ongoing support and technical assistance in implementing SDM.

Similarly, caseworkers expressed concern about how to know if they were implentémtiieyVorks

into practice effectivelyRegardinghe UFACET tool, specificallythere were questions about how to

actually use the results of the assessment in their casework, as well as a need for more specific guidelines
on how to administer the instrumefhe instrument received a mixed response during the first round of
interviews.Some caseworkers found the UFACET to be a useful tool for assessment and case planning,
while others did not find it very useful and primarily saw it as extra wor&ddition to the new

assessment tool, caseworkers expressed that they would hikeeanore tools and resources they could

take into the home, such as activities they could do with the family, lesson plans, books and tools to
provide more structure io-homesessions.

Overall, respondents perceived a need for ongoing training dadfop sessions, as well as ongoing
technical assistance at the frdine to ensure effective implementation.addition, caseworkerdways
needed resources and experts available to tbemswer questions and problem solve with

implementation struggéeTo address implementation questions and needs amongdifr@istaff, DCFS

i mpl emented staff Abrown bag | unc3omeasewbrkeest f ocuse
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found these sessions very helpful and appreciated the initiative taken by |gatteggt involved at the
front-line level.

Considerable concerns were expressed about the skills and competency of caseworkers io-provide
homeservicesA common perception, especially among external stakeholders, was that there was great
variability in caseworker skilsh udges and GALs waasewerkersssgnedtee t he fibe¢
HomeWorkscases because of the higher level of risk involtredthermore, they emphasized that they

needed to see more detailed and specific plans to address the tiekhomeConcernsvere identified,

with regard to the | ack of <clinical training and
ability to appropriately assess the familyp. help with addressing some of the clinical concerns, DCFS

included clinical consultants to serve as advisors omtraeWorksteams.

Retention of caseworkers was another critical issue raised in the interiiesesne offices, there were a
large number of new and inexperienoadeworkersincluding supervisor©ne of the positives that

arose out of this situation was that theaseworkersiad no previous notions about what things were like
before the implementation éfomeWorks so they took to the model more quickly than some of the more
seasonedaseworkerssh o wer e used to At hJdgesay GAUsxprasgess wer e bef
concern about inexperiencedseworkersaking these cases, given the higher risk that was involved.
Frontline staff had significant concerns about the implicationsvdiger might have for their workload.

Efforts had focused on keeping caseloads lower and workloads reason&enfdVorkscases, using a
weighted caseload system that was being tested in the pilot region, but there were also questions raised
about the longerm sustaiability of these lower caseloads and what the implications would be if they
could not be sustained.

Another theme arose concerning supervision and quality assurance processes. Respondents emphasized

the importance of monitoring, supervision, and coachily ensur e effective i mpl em
do things with fidelity and sustainability. Good training, mentoring, supervistbimk that it means that

the local implementation teams and program administrator team need to keep an eye on data and how
things ar e bEesemgocagsses dpprarad €de severely latléagership was working

on identifying what kinds of reports and data would be useful, reporting that the quality assurance system

was largely still in development.

During thefirst round of interviewssupervision emerged as area of considerable concesith

respondents indicatingpére did not seem to be any clear or consistent supervisory processes in place.
During strategic planning meetings in the falR6fL3, there was discussion about the need to identify a
coaching and supervision framework; however, it appeared that no framework had yet been implemented.
Respondents stressed that caseworkers needed ongoing coaching and mentoring to support the
developnent of new skillsin addition, they also needed regular feedback about practice strengths and
needsAnother challengavas that supervisors were learning the new practice and processes at the same
time as caseworkers, so they did not necessarily hawxpiegtise to provide the coaching and mentoring

that was neededrrontline staff and supervisors expressed that no one monitored pifeatidy, and no

one shared data with them related to quality of practice.
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Funding to suppoih-homeservices emeed as the last major theme during the first round of interviews.
Respondents emphasized the reallocation of funds from foster éaredmeservices as key to this

project andvere very supportive of this concephere were concerns expressed aboustseinability

of funding, howeverRespondents perceived that more funds were needed to fully support the program,

and that legislative support was necessary to allocate state funedsaimeservices. In addition,

respondents expressed a need for fuadmp towards broadening the current service array and to provide
needed services f or f ami lhthecarrent $ysteam, tifiefe avére fantliestthate e n =t
either did not Afitd the servi ceoshaw insurarcamanddyd av ai |
not qualify for MedicaidThese families were unable to get the services they nelededermore, some

services that were previously available had been cut or reduced over the years due to lack of funding.

DCFS leadership hopéd free up more foster care funds in the future to support the development of

programs to meet identified needs and service gaps.

Some major themes related to organizational capacity and infrastructure freacone round of
interviewsincluded fundingproblems, caseworker competency, training fulfilment and need, and use of
assessmentRespondents also made several comments about specific policies and procedures that were
not aligned wittHomeWorksmplementation.

Interviewees were very vocal abountling challenges, particularly their dismay about a hiring freeze

that was in place?eople described the hiring freeze as having a significant effect on program outcomes.

The hiring freeze, coupled with what mgmgrceivedas an increased workload, ledwhat one

respondent described as a fAperfect storm, o where
combined to make it nearly impossible to perform wedlveral respondents expressed frustration with

the restrictions on how funding could be usedluding Medicaid and private insurance, which had their

own restrictions on funding services, especially mental health servigeding restrictions also applied

to using funding for more necessiti éishrespondenés ngr oc
felt would alleviate some of the immediate stress on the family and also provide more emotional security.

In general, respondents called for the agency to contract with more providers, especially in the private

sector, and for communityseo ur ces t o fAcome on board with the str
families could still access services after cases were closed.

Although there was some perceived growth in caseworker confidence and ability following the

implementation oHomeWorks there were several areas that interviewees highlighted as needing
improvementOne area of concern was whether caseworkers could properly evaluate mental health and
clinical issuesAnother commonly discussed issue was that caseworkers sometimes ikattydiff

assessing risk and that there were discrepancies icésaworkerassessed risk leveldOn the other

hand, there was one descr i pt iHomeWorksand sapewisosr ker s be
seeking them out for input.

In terms of trainig, DCFS staff mostly agreed that there was a significant amount of training at the

beginning of the implementation, and that it was necessary and helpful. Even though there was not as

much formal training after war ds beneficiancgntinuoeiss pondent s
training, and as fH%evern all foesponmeéantxchiasges ed t |
HomeWorksprogram and had difficulty understanding how games and sidewalk chalk activities, for
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example, related tothe overali ssi on, or they saw this fhispe of int
aspect of the program coincided with what some respondents saw as a need for more training on
fengagement skills, 0 or Aconnecting the dotso on
philosophy.

There was also frequent discussion of CPS needing additional training, as some respondents saw them as
inappropriately applyingtdomeWorksto hightrisk cases, such as sex abuse or serious drug C&8s.

was described apobeihmrg ffadhtercf welhe Ito@i ned, and m
needed furt her tExteanalpartmegs, oh the ofher hand; fotedithe alisence of training

after the initial implementatior.egal partners like GALgesidential services aradtorneys said there was

Afguite a bit of trainingo in the beginning, but t
relevant to their role (referring to SDM3ome stakeholders described the training they received as very
little, and includedoyi mat eri al s, presentations, or a NnNncasual

Respondent sé discussions of assessments reflected
utility of tools introduced in thelomeWorksrollout. Some caseworkers said they liked the UFACET

(often better than CANS) in that it helped identify weaknesses with a family and they could target their
interventions to specific needs, such as drugQdeher s sai d that UFACET felt
from subject t o s u biessltorsyggestiafikethedCANS assessmeifiiere wered e a
several calls for streamlining assessmentt@is.e r espondent spoke of not tr
assessment, believing it scored outcomes with | ow

Supervisors spoke of their lack of confidence in coaching around the UFACET because they did not use

it. With regard to SDM, most respondents who discussed it said that it was very helpful, and it was a

better way to articulate why a situation was bad rathera n a A ¢Ond juddealesdribed its. 0

helpfulness in decisiemaking and wanted it submitted frequently to help evaluate ddsey.

respondents noted their desire to see more evidendddh&Worksva s fAwor ki ngd in orde

~

stronguedre fAsahtitfitt. o

Although many respondents indicated that policies and procedures were generally in alignment with the
goals ofHomeWorks they also pointed out specific instances where they felt there was misalignment.
For example, when children were plasgith relatives, it was unclear how or to whom to provide
servicesAnother respondent noted that the policies and procedures could better match the ebb and flow
of when services were needed, adding that there was often an influx of cases around thedtineads,

as school personnel wanted to make sure children were taken care of when they were not in school.
Caseloadsvent up accordinglyFinally, a CPS worker discussed the need for having more room for time
extensions in order to appropriately deterenieeds in some cases.

Overall, data from the second round of interviews indicated there had been progress in addressing many

of the challenges identified during the first yddany respondents agreed that caseworkers were growing

more comfortable in peesses and engaging more with families, which was seen as a positive for the

program and organization overdlo wever , t here was still concern ab
assess safety and that some waenrde |[sitEnéteWeiotpgeeroat i ng
positive discussions of engagement with the UFACET and its use as a tool through which families could
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voice concerns and focus on most needed areas for seR@gdingudicial processes, respondents

discussed efforts tkeepHomeWorkscases out of courts because too many people become involved and
families get overwhelmed with responsibilities to so many paifieste were also calls for more SDMs

being Abrought into the court skswaredbeirgevaltatedt j udges
Respondents mentioned the need for reviewing the coaching and mentoring processes, and that these
components currently required a lot of attentibime region had implemented mandatory -fwcur

refresher trainings for caseworkeFnally, respondents were still interested in seeing evidbased

research on whethéfomeWorkswas fApayi ng of f . o

Findings from thehird round of interviewndicated that policies and procedures were generally aligned
with the goals of thevaiverandrevisions to align wititHomeWorkspractice had been made as needed. It
was noted that changes to DCFS policy happened quickly when a policy was identified as inconsistent
with theHomeWorksphilosophy A few areas for improvement were indicatBdmarily, interviewees
described inconsistency between legal procedures such as court orders and casework practice that was
guided by the UFACET and Structured Decision Making (SDM) protese&ldition, interviewees

reported that high caseloads had a negativedtrggeHomeWorkspractice, indicating that caseload
guidelines be changed to be consistent witiHbmeWorksmodel.It was also suggested that DCFS

policies could offer more structure and guidance for caseworkers and supervisors to implement
HomeWorkspractice successfully.

Interviewees described several important factors related to training and technical asséstdaEast,

at this point in thevaiverandHomeWorksmplementation, most interviewees expressed a preference for
ongoing shorter refresher training and coaching that would reinforce thettotia\Workstraining.

Specific topics of interest were protiee factors, structured decisionaking, and coachin@ne

respondent commented that new staff was at a disadvantage because they had not recetlegthhe in
training that accompanied the Northern Region rollimierviewees also acknowledged thataise the
Northern Region was the first to impleméfameWorkssome of the training was not cohesive or

inclusive of all necessary elements and required subsequent training as new components wéne added.
addition, it was reported that not all leadershigereed training on the Outcome, Scaling, Knbew and
Resources, Affirm and Action, and Review (OSKAR) coaching model and the training that was received
was not comprehensive enough to fully implement the model. Interviewees external to DCFS, including
judges and GALs, reported receiving little ortHomeWorkstraining or informationThese stakeholders
requested more information on the UFACET and SDM process, to understaugdlestion

caseworkers made based on these tools.

Interviewees were asked torament on the extent to which caseworkers had the necessary knowledge
and skills to implement theaiver successfully and whether any skill building was still nee8ederal
interviewees emphasized the importance of individual caseworker skills anidg@igtrengtibased

approach to the successHtidmeWorks However, it was noted that high caseworker skill could not
overcome the challenge of high caseloads and an inadequate amount of time to dedicate to each family.
Interviewees indicated that leadersh 6 s  midoch@Woiksskgls, such as parental resilience, would

be helpful for caseworkers. In addition, respondents requested a specific and ditectaMyorks

teaching guide for caseworkers. Interviewees suggested that caseworker skill level naghfrben
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more training and coaching in these tepBDM, translatingdomeWorksto language and practice that is
family friendly, safety planning, and managing voluntary cases.

Interviewees identified several strategies used to improve family engagecieding: completing the
UFACET to get to know families and build rapport, usitgmeWorksactivities during home visits,
having a strengthased approach, and always treatingntt with respecOne interviewee made the
suggestiorto useHomeWorkswith families at the beginning of a case to overcome engagement
challengesSpending facgo-face time with families in their homes was identified consistently as an
important factoin building family engagement and a beneficial aspettasheWorks However, as
stated previously, high caseloads had a negative impact on family engagement.

Also notedregardingcaseworker skills, stakeholders expressed the need to taildotheWorksand
protective factors language to fit the needs and skill level of each farhidyneed to balance using the
model and meeting basic needs with families in crisis was also emphasipgiter respondent identified
a for Spanish languadgtomeWorksmaterids. Finally, a judge voiced their desire to treat parents with

more respect within the child welfare system over
parents with problems than crimina#sd | do thinkHomeWorksmay be designed to gatvay from that
mentality, but ités still an adversari al process.

Interviewees identified both strengths and needs related to using the UFACHdldntified strengths
included: helping to identify family needs and guiding service recommendationspimddevel of risk,
strengthening family engagement and building rapport; moreover, it was a transparent assessment
process, completed collaboratively with pare@tse of the reported challenges of using the UFACET to
inform service referrals, was thastdting recommendations were not necessarily consistent with court
ordered service requirements, making it more difficult for caseworkers to engage families in service
planning.

A consistent theme related to supervision was the use of coaching to supfessional development

and skill building of both supervisors and caseworketsrviewees reflected that coaching was still

relatively new, and staff were continuing to determine how it could best support practice improvement.

Some reported holdingrstctured monthly or weekly coaching sessions with supervisees, and others

reported using coaching on an as needed sigral interviewees found the OSKAR coaching model

to be a helpful guide to the coaching proc&tber supervisory strategies to support best practice

included: shadowing caseworkers on home visits, helping to trakklate\Worksinto family friendly

and developmentally appropriate language, attending family team meetings, observing and assisting with
caseworkerds completion of the UFACET, hol di ng mo
who were earljHomeWorksadapters with those who needed support.

Interviewees shared mixed feedback concerning the quality improvement process ltinghese
HomeWorksmplementationThey found that data was being received to inform decision making and
identify areas for practice improvement, but access to data varied by stafFavekample,

stakeholders in leadership roles had access to sthtegional data, while caseworkers and supervisors
relied on qualitative cadevel information.Caseworkers and supervisors reported processes used to
assess quality and inform practice; these included: reviewing cases forHmm@Vorkdanguage and
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practice, the quality case review process, casewatigeervision meetings, team meetings, and the use of
HomeWorksresources such as binders, handouts, the website, and traibéngewees at the

administrative level reported receivistate leveHomeWaks data and meeting with state leadership to
review data on a quarterly badiegional leadership also reported the use of-leas data, shared by
supervisors to encourage and recognize quality caseworker practice in theTedioow whether

HomeWaks was successful, interviewees expressed a desire to see longitudinal outcome data comparing
prewaiverto postimplementation measures, such as length of time in care and recidivism rates.

Concerningwaiverfunding, overall, interviewees emphasized tfeed for increased funding and
resources to suppdomeWorksmplementation. Specifically, it was stated that increased funding was
needed to hire more caseworkers and increase caseworker pay to reduce caseload size and turnover.
Additionally, interviewees expressed frustration with not being able to help families more easily with
basic needs such as electricity and fdodreased funding for access to and availability of services was
identified as a need, specifically substance abuse treatment arad heslith services, where there was
reportedly a waiting lists to see a theragisivas also noted that funds were neededimmeWorks
materials for family activities.

During thefourth round of interviewseverathemes emerged that were consisteittt previous
findings.Some interviewees commented on the importance of individual caseworker skills and utilizing a
strengthbased approach to the succesklaimeWorks A second strength noted was the UFACET,

because it required caseworkers to focusantiete supports as well as a targeted approach to services
that would be helpful to a familyAnother observation was that using evidehased tools such as the
UFACET made casework practice more consistdatvever, one participant noted that high camder

skill levels could not overcome the challenge of high caseloads and a lack of reSDnecigerviewee

pointed out thain-homecases were more time intensive, because the risk level determined the number of
home visits each month; for example,higsk cases were to have home visits three or four times each
month and creating a familpecific safety effort took more time and effort.

Interviewees identified several strategies to improve family engagemesse included taking time to

build trug with families, especially those with previous contact with DGBi& interviewee made the
recommendation to uséomeWorkswith families at the beginning of a case to overcome engagement
challengesA judicial respondent identified the use of voluntarywems as a strategy for engagement

because the focus could be on helping parents to be better parents without the pressure of judicial
involvementWhen there was judicial oversight, this respondent discussed the importance of

communication with parent® $hat they understood the process and and what steps they needed to take.

il f those parents do not wunderstand what i s happe
t hey get Asstafedpresiousiyerespondents noted that high cdelmad a negative impact on

family engagemenis described by one interviewee, higher caseloads meartf@torkersvere just
Aputting out fires and trying to stay afloato rat
connect them to resources and services.

Similar to the previous round of interviews, a consistent theme relating to supervisior wae tf
coaching to support casewor ker s 6Whenaskedcabadiie o n a | dev

component®f the coaching sessions, both supervisors and caseworkers agreed that the sessions consisted
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of case staffingfRespondents consistenthdicated that rolglaying was not used during supervision.

Many respondents reported structured monthly sessions with supervisees, and others reported coaching on
an as needed bas@@ne interviewee mentioned use of the OSKAR coaching meldalever, tle

interviewee noted that OSKAR was used less frequently and/or completely now that supervisors and
caseworkers knew thedomeWorksmodel.Other supervisory strategies to support best practice included:
reviewing the UFACET and case plan for each family, timgrindividual staffings, and using

experienced caseworkers as coaches and mentors with newnaditussions with supervisors about

coaching, the perception was tiklameWorkswvas one of many topics that were reviewed

Overall, interviewees emphasizthe need for increased funding and resources to sugpaeWorks
implementatonSpeci fically, two respondents discussed the
really need to reevaluate what an appropriate workload is, feels like the load isagealale at times for

our ¢ as eAnaherlcances was not being able to help families with basic needs such as

electricity and foodlt was reported that each of the CPS supervisors had a team budget, which could be

easily accessed by CR8seworkers o hel p Abridge the gapo woamn f amil
financial challenge€Examples of how these funds were used included repairing a washing machine or a

water heater, paying an electric bill, or paying rent for one or two mohities.the waiverends, the

concern was that these funds wodisiappearandmorechildren would come into care.

Respondents reported a number of strategies they believed contributed to the region reaching saturation,
defined as the point when case managers waisistent in their implementation ldbmeWorks At the
organizational level, activities mentioned included: a strong emphasis by state and regional leaders on the
implementation oHomeWorks the mandate for UFACET certification; the creation of a common

language and frame of reference for practice; and training events and activities includiary joe

trainings for CP®aseworkersAt the caseworker level, strategies noted included: helgsgworkers

learn how to utilize the resourceshiomeWorks increasing worker accountability by having
caseworkershare the activities they were using with families and their success steeig®ring and

coaching by supervisors; and open communication about what was working and what was not working
with individud families. The strongest theme that emerged about saturation was the importance of state
and regional leadership focus HomeWorks

Thefinal round of interviewslso included a question about facilitators and barriers to the sustainability

of HomeWorks Two themes emerged about facilitators: a continued foctitoomeWorksby leadership

at both the regional and state levels, and tools for caseworker practice that will continue after the waiver
ends.Several respondents identified training and technigsiktance as key strategies for sustainability,

offering examples such as montlidpmeWorksmeetings organized by supervisors wheaseworkers

shared responsibility for planning the agenda, ensuringHibrae\Workswas included in prservice

trainingforCPS and casewor ker s, the state office distri!l
from administration, including Anew ways to conne
addressing a specific topic relatedHomeWorks

Stakeholders identified two specific tools, the UFACET and the structured dewialang model, which
they believed would be sustainddiany respondents found the UFACET was a highly valutiadkfor

casework planning, rather than assuming what famikesled without talking to them about their needs.
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One supervisor discussed how valuable the UFACET
enjoy the UFACETé they | ove using it to engage Wwi
tmeand 1t helps wus pinpoi nt winadditos, administraters ar e neede
demonstrated its support by mandating UFACET certification for administrators, supervisors, CPS and
caseworkersAn ot her structured s up wegotnardolose dOrRR&e, wahaven ot e d
to spell out those protective factors and what i s

Discussions identified funding as theeatest barrigio sustainability, including funding for caseworker

positions so their caseload is manageable and funding for services and supports for Regéiesing

funding for services, the concern was that, for some families, those resources are what made it possible to
meet their needs in the home and stay outsidiee dependency systemWe do not want to b
kids into foster care so that they cAmotherget t he se
respondent expressed a concern about some community partnémsdrufomeWorks describing a

coud of skepticism that remained: Al think the f ac
outside of the court system, | think that makes some of our community partners a little anxious and
nervous. 0

Waiver Impact

In thefirst round ofinterviews r espondent s dHomeWorksrapadt anchilcswelfade o u t
practice- both potential and actualreflected thevaived s very ear |l y stlmggneralof i mpl
stakeholders reported that focus shifted toward utilisidgomesewices and there was greater flexibility
concerning how to increase child safety without placement into fostefcarexample, allowing or

offering parents temporary respite to alleviate immediate risk factors without requiring court involvement

or a foger care placement was mentioned as a safety plan option not consideredhboimedyorks

Court personnel, stakeholders reported cases being recommended and accepted for Protective Services at
case initiation, when in the paptior to HomeWorks thesecases would have resulted in the child being
removed from the hom&ome respondents expressed concerrHbateWorksmight lead to over

utilization ofin-homeservices, even when high risk indicated a need for court involveSeamie

stakeholders perceigdhat this had already occurred, with serious implications for child outcomes.

The first round also saw emergence of a primary theme regarding positive impacts and strengths of
HomeWorks specifically, it offered caseworkers the opportunity to spend timoeewith families in

their homes, thereby allowing them to build stronger relationships with parents and children and better
understand their strengths and ne&iakeholders added that an increase in caseworker home visits was
an expectation dlomeWoks and they were already seeing this take place.

Stakeholders also expressed their belief that it was more effective to work on parenting skills when

children remained in the homeotentially a facilitator of thelomeWorksmodel, was its perceived

aignment with traditional social work valwues and so
within their home.

Although strengths and optimism towatidmeWorkswvere expressed, respondents also indicated that the
components, primarily the use of UFET and SDM, had been implemented in varying degrees within
the pilot regionRepresentatives of the court system expressed that they would like to have ready access
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to completed assessments and increased communication with caseworkers in order toflal@lttedn
case recommendations made as a result of the assessment pirtlesenore, although the intent was
to develop specializeid-hometeams, findings indicated that caseworkers were not just doingme
they were still carrying foster cacas, andor some staff, more foster care cases thamme

HomeWork® i mpact on vyewedntegacdeo warlafarce eapasity and development for
caseworkersTo be fully staffed, many new caseworkers were hired prior to and dweivggr

implementation. Some expressed this as a potentially positive factor, sincasemorkersvould be

trained inHomeWorksat the beginning of their employmehtowever, others gxressed this as a

challenge because new caseworkers typically carried smaller cas®ebadsd to supervisory practice, it

was noted that supervisors were learrifagneWorksat the same time that they were responsible for

training caseworkers in the neystem. Supervisors also indicated that as the role of caseworkers shifted
toward working with families in the home instead of foster care, the role of supervisors also shifted
toward having more fAhands onodo oppbastamiyi ti es t o me
engagement in the home environméhu r t her mor e, DCFS®6 high rate of «ce
year of i mpl ementation, was identified as another
workload of existing caseworkers, both conitibg to slowing the pace of implementation.

The lack of sufficient time was reported as a potential barridotoeWorkasmplementation. The

frequency ofn-homeservices family visits was considered a positive aspect of the model; however,
respondentsaised caution about the amount of time this would require of caseworkers. The expectation

of frequent visits to ensure child safety was inconsistent with the concern that caseloads would not be low
enough to meet the expectations. Time came up as afaictiher stakeholders as well, including CPS
caseworkerand GALs. Given the desire and expectation that partners participate in consultative team
meetings foin-homecases and potentially partner with caseworkers, some were concerned that they
would ako need reduced caseloads.

An expansion of the service array was emphasized as necessardaneservices to be successful. As
well, increased communication was needed concerning changes in the service array and availability of
services to support dtiren remaining in the home. Stakeholders indicated they understonither

would include an expanded service array, but it was not clear what that would mean.

A consistent factor that emerged from the analysis was that to move to the next stggeraEntation

and see the desired impact, stakeholders needed to develop confidence anHomsMforks For

example, CP8aseworkerand caseworkers needed to trust that community supports for families
receivingin-homeservices would be available aadcessibleThe court systenincluding judges,

attorneys,and GALwoul d need to have confidence in CPS and
consistently and comprehensively about risk assessment, family status and service activity; they would

also ned to experience consistent and sufficient caseworker practice to sinpipanteservices.

Findings indicate that the impactldbmeWorkson GALs had not been realized in the early stage of
implementation; however, concern was expressed that, duac¢k aflcourt involvement, GALs would

not be included om-homecases early enough in the process to be responsive if a family did require
court involvementWhile these concerns were noted, Department leadership and court personnel clearly
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expressed thettesire for GALSs to be involved an-homecases to represent the rights of the child.

Similar views were expressed about the impact on the court system and the role offjuelgesver of

judges and the legal system in child welfare decisions was emptiaand the need for judges to have
confidence in thélomeWorksmo d e | and caseworkerso abilities (as
thewaiverto be successful.

Regardingorogram impact during theecond round of interviewsvo salient themes emeryeegarding
changes in practice for both DCFS and legal partners: palpable differences in engagement with families
and repercussions for the organizational atmospldr@nges in practice were most noted by

caseworkers, who agreed widely that they hadhggpengagement with families, including more open
communication, more time, and more working with them on their geaén external partners agreed,
noticing that caseworkers were dodmda wotrhe ffamigluiees
Severakespondents spoke of being able to use the tools to effectively help families in a targeted way,
rat her than | ust Cdsewbrkecs klsomigcussep taking mdrehngiative@nd being
creative in finding resources to help families meet the@#ds. However, there was a perception from the
legal community that caseworkers were reluctant to ask for removal, even when they should, or that they
were set on the idea of keeping children in the home.

From the judiciary side, interviewees notedfhatd ges appear ed HomeWorgsandon boar
were using the language, and drug courts were showing interest iddroeMorkscould help with their
families.Respondents from the judiciary stated their desire to see more information from caseworkers

terms of how often they were visiting families, how they were providing services to safely keep children

in the home, and what specific tools they were using to make deciSimmsern was expressed over what

some saw as a focus on program successmirdiag child safety. This was paired with uneasiness about
judgment calls on which cases wouldHbemeWorkscasesOne judge observed that there were more

requests for removals for higher risk situations, which had been allowed, but only with very sppectfi

orders to ensure child safefyhis speaks to the slightly increased support perceived by respondents from

the judiciary.

Attorneys also noted a change in philosophy: #@Aln
risk astochighnow we sl ow down and think about i f itds pc
however, was this mearat times children were nosafe in the homed GAL respondent also said that

they might not ask for removal immediately and would instead ask more questions and give it a chance,

when previously they would have removed a childaddition, many respondents felt that the

HomeWorksprogram was providing services that were more preventative, allowing the agency to deal

with problems onthefrond, before they got Aout of control .o
aspect helped to eliminate some involvement with courts amdatély, help to genuinely strengthen the

family.

There were many positive responses that pointed to increased family engagement-bathgvab a

result of thewaiver. Some respondents described seeing children benefit from the activitideeaples

or observed how playing games with children helped them with specific needs, even though the children

only saw the games as fubther respondents remarked that parents were using and implementing
HomeWorkgools in their lives, reading with children,aiidd oi ng what t heydre suppo:
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On the other hand, some respondents felt that budget restrictions meant parents were not being drug tested
enough to ensure safety and proper safety plans were not always in place.

The impact on the general orgzational atmosphere was expressed in terms of an unrealistic workload

and | ack of services, l eading some respondents to
Many responses also emphasized that whether children or families had Msidjndidantly affected

their ability to get proper treatmelt8everal respondents added housing was also problematic; even if

families were approved for housing, there was a long wait to gain entrance, which was not previously the
case. There were also rtiple discussions of some cases just not fittingHbeneWorksmodel, such as

parents with chronic substance use problems.

In thethird round of interviewsegardingwaiverimpact, respondents discussed three levels of impact.
First, they discussed impact on the legal process, including GALSs, the judiciary, and removal decisions.
Second, they discussed impact on practice, inclusive of CPS practice, supervisory pracioekease
practice, family engagement and family wieding.Third, they discussed impact in termsrapactat the
organizatiorandservices offered.

The dominant theme regarding impact on GALs was an increasing positivity timaescheservices

rather tklan removalsThis was attributed to: the shared value that children were better off remaining at

home, if the necessary services were there to support child safety; increased partnering between DCFS
and the GALs at st aff i ngefandzonfilenGADERS assessmemt datae d k n
such as SDM and risk levdlhis collection of interviews was the first time GAL respondents articulated

that there were some fetal exposure cases where they were now willing to try leavingriffiants

with theright context and support®ne GAL respondent explained that, in cases where the mother had

been testing clean, had moved in with a grandparent, was cooperative, or if the father was clean and

willing to care for the infant, then with the right suppahis removal of the infant into foster care was no

longer necessary.

From the perspective of caseworkers, they also noticed that they were winning GALs over by
demonstrating positive results witithomeservicesOne stakeholder interviewed mentioned tha
waiverhad caused those designing service plans, such as GALSs in collaboration with DCFS, to think
outside the box about what could benefit each child and to reach out to resources that would not have
previously been considereglecond, caseworkergported increased contact and partnering with GALSs,
particularly at case staffingBinally, the third way that GALs were reported to feel more comfortable
with increasingn-homeservices as opposed to removing children, was a better understanding of and
confidence in case specific assessment @&tseworkers described having this data as a way of
facilitating conversations with GALs in areas where they had specific concerns.

Results of thevaivetd s i mpact on jThedegvasobvieusanfasiomhoth &nythe side of

the judiciary and on the side of DCH&:ross interviewees, responses were fairly unanimous that there

was little if anything said about theaiveri mpact i ng judgebs decisions to Kk
remove Instead respondents said that what impacted removal decisions was which judge heard the case
and the judgeds interpretation of the facts of th

expanded array of services offered throtfgimeWorksgave thgudge some wiggle room in ordering
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services for a family. One notable finding was that judges did not feel they were getting the answers they
needed from DCFS to consider incorporatifmmeWorksprinciples into Court orders\

recommendation voiced by theliciary was that DCFS identify which cases widmmeWorkscases at

the time of petition and make that known to the CaAmbther important finding was that judges did not

have SDM or UFACET information on cases.

The finding that DCFS interviewees didt mention a lack of assessment information going to the judges

may have been a factor in stakeholdersé confusion
information should be shared with judges and two themes emerged here: First, intervievessedxp

that it was potentially confusing for judges to hear a CPS worker argue for removal and then hear a
HomeWorkscaseworker argue fan-homeservices after a removal had occurr@dcond, interviewees

suggested that caseworkers be much more condrete the specific services they could put into place

for a family throughtHomeWorks

Data that clustered around themes specific to whethevaherhad an impact on removal decisions
came primarily from judges, as they had the authority to order rdsn®amspectives varieth a few
cases, judicial interviewees indicated tHaimeWorkshad prevented removals and helped families over
the long termStated another wayyomeWorkswas perceived as giving parents more chances before a
permanency decisionas reached.ess optimistic, but still positive, was the sense that if nothing else,
HomeWorkshad helped parents learn how to access resources.

These stakeholders raised a number of concerns. First, they were still seeing many removals since
HomeWorks although the nature of the cases had shifted from immediate removals to delayed removals
wherein-homeservices had failedludges indicated that some cases before them were listed as protective
supervision yet should not have been categorized at thatfewvther, some wondered if the push to
implementHomeWorkshad effectively dissuaded DCFS from being involved in cases where they should
have been involvedsecond, there was concern that DCFS was targetingisigbases foHomeWorks

and these casebauld have beeremovals;jn-homeservices failed in many of the cases, and resources
that could have been more appropriately spent on lower risk families were wasliethl stakeholders
believed there was a population of lower risk cases that abgatoidd and would benefit from what
HomeWorksoffered, but there were no resources available to them because DCFS was prioritizing
HomeWorksresources for highisk families.Third, because assessment data were not being shared with
judges (as mentionedguiously) there was concern that these assessments were more subjective and
based on parent sekport of items like criminal history, rather than a DCFS review of offense data.
Finally, it was offeredhatHomeWorkscases be revaluated at more frequéantervals.

Next, interviews included discussions around the perceived impact whiheron different types and

aspects of practice inclusive of CPS practice, supervisory practice, caseworker practice, family
engagement and family wedeing.First, CPScaseworkeracknowledged that the changeHomeWorks

had been difficult initiallyHowever, CPS respondents indicated unanimously that the change had been a
positive one and things were getting easiazaaeworkericreased their familiarity with theew model

and as the resources available to offer families were expandigconcrete themes emerged from CPS
interviews in terms of how theaiverhad impacted their worlEirst, CPScaseworkerseported they

were now working to find the right fit of resources with the family, rather than simply handing them a
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generic resource list and walking aw&gcond, there was a shift in the way CRaSeworkersiandled
casesThey expressed a realizatidrat families needed a lot of help in the first six to eight weeks before
a petition was adjudicated. This meant a change in the practice of simply leaving the work to the
caseworker who would eventually take over their case and it meant getting searteesmtich sooner

for families in need.

Feedback on supervisors and their practice in relatibtotoeWorkswas another area of unanimous
positive regard among interviewe&sipervisors were perceived as being fully on board with
HomeWorks sending a cler message toaseworkerabout the importance éfomeWorksand offering
clear training and guidance étomeWorks Most staff felt their supervisors genuinely liked and believed
in HomeWorks with the caveat that supervisors were also savvy to issuest tiraes impeded
implementationSupervisors felt thddomeWorkshad influenced both the content and nature of their
supervisory activities, as well as more generally the cases they dealt with cioadkaybasis.

I n terms of s upviieswithsasewsrkers,superndsors reportedyqrovidedamene
coaching on a regular basis. Supervisors indicated they had tailored the content ofahemasessions

to reflect the principles dlomeWorks For example, each month they might haveaseworker select

one of thetHomeWorksprinciples such as parent engagemextd that session would focus on how the
caseworker could apply this principle to her caSegervisors also reported follewp activities where

they would set reminders to@tk back with a caseworker to see how they were doing with applying the
principle in practice, and whether they were loggingGé@seworkers felt that supervisors helped them by
giving them ideas, examples of good practice, and offering them differeiiaapps and strategies to try
with a caseCaseworkers also found it helpful when supervisors pulled otidheeWorksmanual and
reminded caseworkers what was in it.

Another practice identified as being helpful was shadowing caseworkers in the honeinaioided

either supervisors shadowing caseworkers in order to give pointers on improvement, or peer to peer
shadowing among caseworkers to learn from each @hkeervisors explained that some caseworkers
needed to be guided towaddmeWorksprinciples,versus often newer caseworkers would come up with
ideas on how to implement the principles into practice on their mathese cases, the twaseworkers
might be paired up so they could learn from one anoliheddition, supervisors tried to give pigbl

credit via email tacaseworkersvho were developing new and innovative ideas to implement
HomeWorkson their ownFinally, it was interesting to note that supervisors themselves were also
receiving oneon-one sessions with their supervisor, who mogroftas a CWA, and that in turn, CWAs
were meeting witliegional leadership to work on the same typelaieWorksprinciples and

application to practice within the supervisory context.

Stakeholders offered a variety of ways thatwiaéverhad impacted c@worker practice in a positive

way. First, caseworkers felt as though they were connecting families to more, and more relevant
resourcesThe UFACET was perceived as helping casewor ke
assessments and better taitderventions to individual families and their life circumstances.

HomeWorkswas also credited with helping caseworkers understand why building protective factors is
important and how to go about it. Case practice was perceived as being more inclusigd, th

partnering with and engaging famili¢someWorkswas also credited with caseworker practice
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transitioning to more frequent contacts with familis.element of risk taking was discussed as a new

shift in case practicédne stakeholder summarizedtttizey no longer removed because safety could not

be ensured, and that the philosophy had shifted t
ever completely ensured.

Casework was also seen as moving back toward a therapeutic @askalvokers reported feeling like
they had more permission and support to be a provider, while still continuing to connect families to

additional resource$. i nal | vy, there was a sense that i nvol veme
prolonged in cases whemnigterm system involvement in the past may not have really been necessary.

A caseworker articul ated, AfWe make sure to handl e
go for months and months and months. 6 s j ust not hel pful . o

Data in terms of the extent to whialaiverimplementation had impacted was quite posithiest,
interviewees sawlomeWorksas essentially a more skilled form of family engagement, so by the act of
implementingHomeWorks engagement was perceived to heréasingSecondHomeWorks

implementation felt to stakeholders like a return to fundamental ideals and values of soci&anemks

were reportedly more open sindemeWorkso digging deeper into the root causes of some problematic
parenting behavior§he toolsHomeWorksadded t o caseworkersdé portfolio
reported to facilitate more meaningful engagement, develop better and faster rapport with families, and
identify more parental strengths. What seemed to be fundamental framtetiview data in this area was
thatHomeWorkshad effectively moved caseworkers and parents out of a conflicted relationship where
caseworkers were viewed as authoritative, dogmatic and punitive, toward a more parbesstiimodel
simply by keeping dldren in their homes and giving parents a second chance.

Change takes time, as noted previously, and there were areas of family engagement noted for further
improvementFirst, it was suggested that engagement was best facilitated in cases where the caseworker
genuinely believed in thlomeWorksmodel and genuinely believed parents had the ability to do the

work and changesecond, it was openly acknowledged that the ¢xtewhich families were involved in
determining what requirements were listed on their service plans could be improved upon, and further, it
was believed that if families were consulted more often in the development of the service plans, they
would be moe likely to complete services.

The interview data in terms of whether there was a shared perception that families were doing better as a
result ofHomeWorkswas split between positive and negative reviestarting with the more positive

viewpoints, stakieolders expressed that families were doing better because parents and children were not
being treated separately from one another and then expected to reunite and be slagissfusome

interviewees remarked that recidivism seemed to have decreasagit years across their cases, and

that parentsé outcomes (though nooverabhpeci fically d

Alternately, some stakeholders expressediumme\Workswas unilaterally not working.

First, there was an indication that thdiad been a marked increase in removals intofeluibme care at

the time of the interviews (late fall 2016 to winter 2017), which left some interviewees discouraged about
HomeWorks Second, a belief was expressed thameWorkswas not as helpful in hder drug cases or
domestic violence cases, and that it showed more potential in alcohol abuse, marijuana use, identifying
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mental health issues that impacted daily functioning (e.g. keeping a house in order), and assisting with
parental stress within the rm@xt of poverty.

In thefinal set of interviewsdiscussions about the perceived impact ofathizvercentered on different

types and aspects of practice inclusive of CPS practice, supervisory practice, caseworker practice, family
engagement and familyell-being.Stakeholders presented several examples ofHhmwe\Workshad

impacted caseworker practice in a positive Wasst, the views of caseworkers, supervisors and

administrators were that safety assessments were more comprehensive and tailersteiogtins and

needs of each familygoth theStructuredDecisionMaking model and the UFACET were perceived as

helping caseworkers use a systematized approach to assess families on safety and risk and to make
interventions more tailored to individual fdims and their life circumstance&s one respondent stated,

iWe are not oper at Thisgespondentemphasiged teliarca gn e tooks.regarding

whether to open a casewo respondents from the judiciary reflected on how they had sisechémge.

Aiwhat | have seen is that we are much more | ikely
Supervisionéand we are much more |ikely to have P
r e mo Q@re cadition expressed morathonce was that many of the positive impacts on casework

practice would not remain if caseloads increased.

The impact oHomeWorkson CPS practice was more nuanced. Perceptions were primarily positive and
expressed in terms of a stronger intent to kéddren home rather than remove, a more collaborative

approach that prevents judicial involvement, and offering services to families before closing ltases.
NorthernRegionwas conducting a CPS pilot that focused on early identification of families with

6l i ghtweighto all egations so t heThiepilatload lediltethie a qui
earlier case closures and smaller caseleadgery positive outmme.

CPS practitioners identified some negative impactdasheWorks A few participants reflected that with
some families, CPS staff knew that efforts to prevent removal would not be successful but there was still
arequirementtotnfi Fr om a ©ift,3 thisktthatrsametimes we end up chasing our tails with the
program, and it is less successfuhink that a lot of times, children really should come into care, and it

feels | ike we are trying to dAanotleur pjachk i wiitprana mer
are cases, and there are situations, where it is not going to work, no matter how many of the practices we
put i n tOome opthesuggestioa in these situations was that administration listen to the

recommendations of lexcaseworkerin making decisions about how to proceed with individual families.
Several respondents expressed disappointment about a recent decision to discontinue Family
Stabilization, a program offered by CPS where cases could stay open for 45 te.Ghdamybelief was

that some families could be successful in improving their parenting skills but needed more time to do so.

The perceived impact tlomeWorkson family engagement was remarkably positivasework practice

was perceived by many respontieas being morecliemte nt er ed (fAlt gives the fa
and strengtibased than before theiver, resulting in active strategies to engage families in identifying

both strengths and challenges, and in creating useful servicedamsel i ne wor ker expl ai n
for me, going into a home with respect for the family, without judgment for the family, and just really

trying to communicate with them on a person to person level and not an agency to person level, has been
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h e | pWhatiseerded to be fundamental from the interview data wasithraeWorkshad effectively
moved casework practice toward a more partnetfishged model.

Results oHomeWork® i mpacaedgioonmndshepartnership with the judi
interviewdataDi vi si on views included c¢ ohloméWorksproteciive dges o6 |
factors, differing views aboliomeWorksby various judges, a lack of bury by some judges and GALs,

coupled with a belief that child welfare shouldbe acdiit en pr ocess, and judgesbd
their docket load had decreas@n e r espondent described the struggl
cases, the expectation is that you came into this system struggling in one area, and you aretnot going

l eave it until you are white middle class. o Anoth
to be expected and Al think infadditioniasthexr perspeetivet hy way
of fered was, i | estiflyau cak shaw them that théy (the family) ate grggressing, they

do not have a problem supporting it.o

The interview data reflected both positive and negative views in terms of whether families were doing

better because éfomeWorks Many respondentagreed thaHomeWorkshad a positive impact on

family well-being, pointing to data that showed decreases in recidivism (i.e. families returning to the
dependency system), increases in families seeing child welfare as supportive rather than directive, and
moving families through the system more quicklys one casewor ker descri bed,
that comes from it. like seeing them become stronger, | like seeing them become more empowered,

taking more control over their lives and acknowledgingpé | have had some really
where, from the beginning of the case to the end

Finally, interviewees frequently mentioned that, sidoeneWorksmplementation, there was a tendency

and support for being more creative when thinking about what services were right for each&amily.
greater variety of resources within the community was being considered for families, and again, services
were perceived as being much more tailored to iddaf family needs and circumstancéle one

caveat was the issue of rurality as a mitigating factor to effectively expand the existing service array, as
well as simply getting families the services that they needed in a timely way.
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SouthwesRegiorResults

Implementation oHomeWorksin the Southwest Region began November 1, 20h#e rounds of

interviews with regional stakeholders were completed as part of the process evditativiews were
conducted with 21 stakeholders during thstfiound of data collection (February to June 2015), 19
stakeholders during the second round (October 2016 to February 2017), and 16 stakeholders during the
third round (July to August 2018%takeholders interviewed included judges, GALs, peer parentsSDC
leadership and child welfare administrators at the regional level, program managers, casework
supervisors, CPS caseworkers, and child welfare casewoResigondents reported they had been in the
field for a range of a few months to 30 years at the wifrtheir interview.

Respondentsseifdent i fi ed t hei r -EWaiwersorkdgmeVWorkdmplementationilUt ah 6 s
and their roles consistently varied according to the structural role theyAh¢the regional level, Child

Welfare Administratas (CWAS) saw their role withlomeWorksas being responsible for leading

implementation efforts with supervisors in theigion.They described specific tasks which included,

coaching supervisors and caseworkers on how to implddwneWorksat the practie level and

reviewing case record documentation to ensure the presericeng\Workdanguage. One CWA

reported using a community resources collaborative toolkit to form a espatjfic collaborative to

develop substance abuse resourCestently, the cliaborative is working with the Lieutenant
Governoros Office and 12 other counties on an int

Supervisors saw themselves as fAvery hands ond and
implementation oHomeWorksat t he practice | evel. fAMake sure th
assessments, i n the pl ansHKHoméWorksintheteanrmeetinge and themi ng U
| review the activity logs so | can see thtetmeWorksact i vi t i es are being used, 0
explained Another supervisor, relatively new to DCFS, noted H@atheWorkss the only program

model that they know antddtHomeWorks nv ol ves fAjust working with the
kids are safe, but they can stay in the home whil
third supervisor describeadomeWorksa s A pr eser vi ng f amfivepratestveboy i mpl em
factors. o Supervisors also placed a strong emphas
staff was using the UFACET to guide service selection and the protective factors to identify strengths and
needs that were appropridte a family.

Caseworkers and child protective investigators described a broad role in implerrtErtiagVorkswith

f ami | i e sHomekiViviesin evenyghing we do. All the UFACET assessments, our service plans,

[and] our child and family plan§hepareh s ar e partici pants in that. o On
how the worker introduces and explains each protective factor to families. For example, during the review

of social connections, the caseworker encouraged the family to invite their supsantgice planning

meetings and become part of their team. This participant also noted thantle®\Vorksterminology was

introduced in the first key meeting with parents and again in developing the service plan, encouraging

parents to become familiar \withe terminology.

100



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019

Leadership

In thefirst round of interviewsregion participants reported that state leadership showed their
commitment by being available onsite in the region and remotely, problem solving and answering
guestionsStakeholders also maoned that state leadership tried to help newly implementing regions by
acting as a conduit for sharing materials across the regions.

Key |l eadersoé significant involvement in the i mple
round of intervews. A case wor ker expressed a sentiment share
excell ent support fTypesofihvbhementtcentered oo the foll@veng attivities: . 0

training, shadowing, mentoring in the field, demonstrating ledsansed in the Northern Region
implementation, helping to assure consistency in training curriculum and communications to staff, and
instituting feedback loops to assess knowledge acquisition.

Leadership also demonstrated their involvement throughriggnsuch as the brown bag trainings.
Interviewees expressed appreciation for the times state or regional leaders worked alongside caseworkers
in a shadowing or mentoring capacity:

They've been at our staff meetingbey've been here to shadow and meritbey've been here

on separate dayBlocked certain timeBeen out in the regioi®ut in rural areas in the state
wher e we don 0fbeyrk auvirethediegddrandithe gesmiches with us and they've been
very supportiveAnd that's come from theate office, let alone what our administrators and our
supervisors are doing.

Leadership involvement was also seen in how early lessons in other regions were applied to encourage the
Sout hwest Regionds i mpl ement at icdadleagueshindrSoutheestn Re gi o
staff and | eadership fAié went to the Northern Regi
went out on a couple of cases with them and broug
Another stakeholder adilated the focus of these efforts: they were not about mistakes that were made,

they were about applying early implementer knowledge to knowing what had to change in order to
successfully implemertiomeWorks

Still another element of leadership involvem concerned their attitudes; respondents described how
approachable leaders were and how they encouraged staff at alllleaglsrship was described as

providing useful feedback to caseworkers about how they were doing and supporting their continued
implementation effortsA casewor ker expressed, Al think that tF
they seefilomeWork§{ as a good tool to help our families. o

A second theme that emerged was consistency in training curriculum and messéafésiAn
interviewee explained, Athe point i s,Oneréegdors t he sa
i snét getting taught applletsdésanal lanwmddfgonalyt etgh aotn W aa
interviewees mentioned that they haatticipated in feedback loops to assess training knowledge
acquisition and they saw this as a positive aspec
assessing how well wedbre understandinglnet, too, b
gui zzes and evalwuations, 0 explained a caseworker.
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Three target audiences of key stakeholders that had not been included in planning and implementation
processes were identifiedirst, the informal leader, those leaders at the practice level rhtivetttestate

orregion administrationleveDne r espondent descri bed the situatio
leaders that | hope we don't forget the power and the influence that they have. My opinion is they're going

to make all the difference the world. We'll get everything set up, lined up but, some of the informal

|l eader s wil |l p uSedondtthe heed toincleide judgbseandtattomey®was emphasized.
Respondents stressed how i mport an,suchiasthejyugesahd be f o
attorneys involved in investigations and removal decisions, to become knowledgeable about the goals of
HomeWorks One respondent expressed that inclusion of these partri¢osriaWWorkscommunications

and trainings might amelioratke challenge of law enforcement or legal partners having the perception

that DCFScaseworkersvould not take action if there was risk to a chilbird, respondents

recommended greater inclusion of the Practice Improvement Coordinator (H@neWorkstrainings,

particularly trainings specific to the UFACEAIthough the PIC was included in the initial administrative

training, respondents offered that their inclusion in ongoing training could be beneficial in reducing any
assessment processes or tolodd became duplicative with integration of the UFACET and related

HomeBuilder tools.

Responses during the first round of interviews lent insight to the complexity and challenges of assuming
shared accountability fdlomeWorksoutcomesTwo overarching ttmes emerged: regional

implementation might be too new to push down accountability for outcomes; and, accountability for
children lay primarily with the case workdihere was a sense that if implementation went well,

leadership would be supportive, buétl was uncertainty concerning how they would respond if
something bad were to happ@ncommonly held viewpoint was that final accountability or blame would

be placed on the caseworker if a child was harmed.

The first round of interviewees raised stgaeplanning as a third theme. They questioned planning

decisions, such as implementing by region, rather than by office, believing the staging contributed to a

sense of secrecy and lack of communication and indicated it would have been better fadseghifeto

provide more open communication about the implementation plan. Other respondents affirmed the
implementation decision, finding that the NathRegionpi | ot contri buted to Sout!
implement.They also voiced support for logisdl decisions, such as ongoing technical assistance from

the Northern Region and responsibil it Vheyfadded sc hedu
that the rollout plan allowed identification and resolution of logistical problems that coafupbed

proactively to situations in other regions to avoid similar challenges.

During thesecond round of interviewparticipants were highly positive about the involvement of both

state and regional leadership in the implementatidtoohe\Works expessing a consensus that all

necessary leaders had been involNResponses about leadership involvement primarily focused on the

role of state leadership in implementation. One consistent theme was consideringttoab ¢v#orks

rollout was far better exeited than previous initiative8. T h e w HogmeWorksawas rolled out has

been far better than anything the division has ever done when there is a big, significant change in how we
do business, 0 oRFaeorsrattribuped to thie sudcessiutlea: tefeectiveness of

communication abouttlomeWorksand the accessibility and presence of state leadership liegios,
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such as participating in brown bags and accompanying caseworkers on home visits where there were
challenges within the family.

Other respondents identified more examplestate levetesponsivity and support, recounting that, as

regional implementation was approaching, the WLT invitedelgeonal administrataio participate in

their team meetings as a full partner in impleragah planningin the same phase, the WLT came to the

region, meeting with and briefing legal partners albtarneWorks Participants also recalled that, even

after i mplementation, the state | eader stti pt tiemmkm ¢
therebs ever a meeting that HomeWakse isrh,arwlde roen ewea Grs
Additionally, the state leadership team promoted eregional sharing of implementation strategies and
successes.

Interviewees at the practice level were less aware of implementation roles of state andlezglerstip
butdiscussed how their supervisors participated in the rollout through coaching and mentorid@mstarff.

worker noted that another strength was leadership who participated in brown bags and home visits
understood casework. | f e e | I i ke sdtamding aof whatecasgweri ieselfdobks lil&n,d e r

we are not being given directions from someone wh
Another respondent raised the challenges concerning perceptions of unequitable accountability and
expectatios for the implementation for supervisors of adoption, kinship, and child protective services.
Respondents believed this perception of inequity prevented the framework from being fully adopted and
implemented throughout DCFS.

The questions about shareztauntability forHomeWorksoutcomes were strongly associated with
respondent sdé roles. Casewor ker s perHomeWorksiled: hat t h
Al think itds easy to say that evdiywhmemtenghases a s ha
going good, but when maybe things are not going so good, it is easy for people who are not as involved to

wash their hands of it.o One supervisor articul at
they knew whether lineaseworkersvere implementingdlomeWorksas intendedvoicing support, other

supervisors, affirmed the pri ncidplwen 0o fa cschoaurnetda ba d ci
structure. Their responses did n erethanmoshacooundahle.c as ew

Upper management, on the other hand, clearly saw themselves as fully accountable for the expected

outcomes oHomeWorksi We have to make sur e, as administratorl
happen to get tbesposdéntastaned. oAed anot her: anl
that child welfare is broader than just DCFS. t hi nk we communi cate that it
responsibility to hel p ki dsanothdr @spontleot expsdthedvisib e wi t h

that a system of care initiative simultaneously taking pla@nferce this message of shared
accountability across different systems forigk families.

Findings from thehird round of interviewéndicated that leadership continuedd&e an active role in

maintaining and strengthenikpmeWorksmplementationAdministrative level respondents described

regional leadership team meetings where they focused ¢totheWorksprinciples and identifying

areas in need of improvement or waybetter incorporate the principles into different areas of practice.

As a program manager described, AEvery meeting th

103



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019

and on up, theyo6r e fHomneWsrksAng thennyouskimom ¢éheyeerseertoemmake o f
sure that its trickling down to our teams through staff meet®gs., I mean, itds just re
overall philosophy in training, i1it6és not going aw

Additional respondents affirmed the role of leadership in maintaining the toddomeWorksii We 6 v e

just got to keep that out there, you know, that w
how wedre doing, and mak Regpnaldedgl raspandemsatssendorsedthe g o
state office for supporhtoughout the implementation process, and their ongoing role in providing

technical assistance and consultation.

Caseworkers emphasized the importance of support from leadership, although they had differing
perspectivesOne point of view was that admihis at o-r e d6whasyvi si bl e, and | eade
demonstration of support fefomeWorkswas critical to bringing staff on boar@he other perspective

was that caseworkers received inadequate support from leadér&HS respondent elaborated,

Iftheadminand people above would remember what itos
bat for the workersé They burn them out and th
you know whatHey, we do need lower caseloads to do this work, like we geadnow what |

mean, a manageable caseloach d | d o nl fudt hear e nedd thoad more with less.

There was limited discussion of shared accountability during the final set of interRiesmonses

suggested that there was a greater sensieanéd accountability throughout the child welfare system, not

just within DCFS, but among the legal and court system partners agswelilministrator described,

AWhen our | aw partners try to keep uwetakabotheck by

and al |l of the verbiage and al l of that, that 6s w
achieveEver ybody s onl tthhei nskawiem aptaGgseddwit mat 6 s ki nd of w
A judge echoed the responsibility of juedgto hold thestateaccountable and ensure a fair balance

between protecting children and protecting the rights of pamntse same time, an administrator

acknowledged that caseworkers continued to feel the brunt of responsibility famities on their

caseload, suggesting an ongoing need for leadership to demonstrate and reinforce shared accountability.

Vision and Values

Interviews explored stakeholder perceptions regarding the rationale and goalsiaivirethe personal
visionsstakeholders had for tlveaiver, and the extent to which the vision and values were shared
throughout DCFS and the broader systBuring thefirst round of interviewsresponses regarding the
rationale for thavaiverstrongly focused on keeping childreat @f foster care and preserving families
while maintaining child safetyAcross stakeholders, three primary themes emerged: aligning practice
with the research base on letegm outcomes for children, supporting good practice that was already in
place, ad increasing access to families and better assessmeniQaelstakeholder succinctly
summari zed these points: #Altdéds a program that 1is
protections of parental rights by generating a universalassiesment tool. And then trying to come up
with the services in the community to help the parents be more able to care for the kids, rather than
removing them. o
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Stakeholders referred to the research base regarding the traumatic effecisf-dfane placenms,
incidents of child abuse while in foster care placements, and pooetdongutcomes for children aging
out of foster careThey shared concerns based on their reading aboutéomgoutcome studies of
children in foster care and their knowledget ttigldren generally want to be with their families.
Respondents acknowledged that the trauma of removal could be worse than the original trauma
experienced with a biological parent.

It was further expressed thdomeWorkswas mainly putting a name to @ practice that was already

takingplaceA r espondent expl ained, i |- jost spamedtlikegiwdsag t o ¢
more effective way of using our practice, that was research based, and had the support of the federal

a g e n cStakebldeds at the practice level similarly mentioned that it seemed like a more conscious

naming of a philosophy and goal they had maintained for someTimeg.sawHomeWorksas a way to

increase access to families and employ better assessmenfAtsaissmet tools such as the UFACET

were mentioned as helping to direct and drive int
requirement to interact and engage with families more often wasabetvorkerselt they needed to

work more hours andupervisors wished they could hire additional staff.

The majority of stakeholders shared three primary goals: prevent child removals, strengthen families, and
increase the intensity and appropriateness-abmeservicesHomeWorkswas a good fit with thgoal

of preventing most children from being removed from their ho®&engthening families was viewed as

a goal that had always been important, homeWorksseemed to focus effort to help families over the

long term When tasked with focusing more amiily strengths, caseworkers mentioned that barriers to
engaging families seemed to | essen; an interviewe
having parents be a part of that change prot¥ses. ar e aski ng 6What doAndzou t hi
6what do you think would help?60

Providingin-homeservices tailored to the needs of the family and appropriately monitored via repeat
completion of the UFACET was identified by stakeholders as a stréDgéhstakeholder described how

the UFACET was wused to ident i fwecanicaertthosecriskor s and,
factors i nt o Thegouppegpressedehopk that confideace i the model would continue to

grow over time.

In discussing the changes respondents would personally like to seewoofi¢ioméVorks several
valuesemergedFirst, stakeholders expressed that their personal visidtdioreWorkswas to do as

much as they could to keep children safe with their famiies.s uper vi sor expl ained, A
fewer kids end up in foster catehave heard their sties and | can tell you, even though they were being

kept relatively safe, safety isn't the only part of lifaere's welbeing as well, and it was really the well

being of those [Knotherstakéhalder affiraned tHe mlea kthat chijdred -being |

might be just as important as the safety issues that normally gained precedence in placement decisions.
Stakehol ders further expressed the hope that thei
needs rather than simply focused oilcchafety.

Second, the protective factors and the concept of strengthening families resonated with interviewees
trained in social work when family preservation was the gold standdrdt 6 s r eal |y ni ce to
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social wor ker awokerStakeholdersdatker dbowt wamting beettere less adversarial
relationships with the families they served, and felt H@mnheWorkswas a program that could get them
there.They also expressed alignment of their social work training and the toolséheyencouraged to
apply to theiin-homework.

Third, interviewees hoped for increased efficiencies in their work with children and farfdies

discussed the assessment process, hoping that the UFACET would become the only assessment they
needed to complete, which would reduce time spent on papei®@ibides discussed the path a case went
through from CPS worker, through the court system, to eithieomeor outof-home caseloads; hoping
thatHomeWorksmight increase the timeliness andoirhation sharing of the process.

Fourth, interviewees hoped for more resources, particularly in rural areas, for both services and
caseworker positionghere was a sense in the more rural parts of the Southwest Region that while good
in theory, increasig services and time spent with a family was not possible in practice until more money
was committed to the initiativ&espondents also questioned the quality of services, suggesting that what
might work in larger areas lik®alt Lake Valleymight requiréboth more money and more creative

thinking in rural communities.

Fifth, stakeholders desired to gain the trust of partners and the community that DCFS could maintain
children safely in their homes without foster cdreere was discussion around a pbdphical shift in

parent al and childrendéds rights, with respondents
shifted too far on the side of caution, causing unnecessary trauma to children and families from frequent
removal.Finally, there was a dis for the principles oHomeWorksto be integrated into practice to the
extent that it would become the norm rather than
they begin using it without thinking about using it, it just flows from within

Generally, most interviewees in tfiest round of data collectioffelt there was a shared vision to keep

children safely in their homes whenever possiBiveral interviewees offered that, while it was unlikely

staff could remember all the protectifeetors, they did have a good understanding of the overall goal.
Similar perceptions were shared aboHlomeWodksnmuni ty p
while community stakeholders would not know 8EPF Famework, interviewees felt that they did

understand thadiomeWorksmeant more contact with families and more-onene support for parents.

Several challenges were also identified with regard to ensuring a shared vision: the newness of the
initiative, rural caseworkers having few opportunitespplyHomeWorks a hiring freeze and
corresponding lack of caseworkers to implentéoieWorks Other stakeholders questioned whether
HomeWorkswas anything new.

Seasonedaseworkersvho had seen several policy and practice changes unrolled by DEFthev

years, were reportedly harder to enlist in the enthusiasm and investrifemb@WwWorks This was not the

case withnewer hireQne respondent expl ai rcaseworkefibave beernable past ,

to see that maybe some of those assessmetr some of those tools that ha
very successfulAnd so | think that maybe there is some hesitatidddmeWorkse v e = Aroore. 0
optimistic perspective was shared by agemasfaragr st ak
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even beforeHomeWorks what our vision was and even now, It
practice is just starting to focus a |I[Qverallll e bit m
responses indicated that the vislonHomeWorkswas not entirely shared across all stakeholders, though

many respondents expressed similar perceptions of the vision and goals.

During thesecond round of interviewszspondents consistently noted that the visiotdfameWorks

was for famiies to remain intact while receiving-homechild welfare services, focused on family
preservation and i rOthereeapsrisas gdded oithhtdision a réduced redddot vy .
DCFS involvement with families, increased number of caseworkeosspecialized itHomeWorks

lower caseload size aligned with a family preservation model, and decreased workload to spend more
time with families.

One stakeholder emphasized the goal of increasing effectiveness when working with parental substance
abuseand understanding Ahow to keep children safely
This stakeholder described a need to change the culture within the child welfare system and the broader
community of beli evi ng ugddbes hotdeserye tphave theirtchildeemandi s u's
they should be removete 6 r e trying to change that culture and
even though their parent #wasifurthersxplainedytigat thectmllengeto h  an
this shift was lack of resources, such as commtbaed substance abuse treatmeraddition to

improving substance abuse treatment services, this respondent described lagtadalorksvision

involving bringing resources to the family, especially in rural areas, instead of expecting the family to go

to the resource.

While in agreement with the values and strategidsooheWorks one interviewee believed the focus

should be on all farties, rather than solely on those receivimgiomeservicesAs described by this

person, the fAminds éomeWaskemeans tde bbsehoreetoa everyectild,t o A

i mproving the home of every c¢hil dinimhoreeprogeaml t ey or e
just good practice all the way around. o6 Further mo
supports available to families fetomeWorkso be successful.

A secondary goal of successtibmeWorkamplementation was &htified as improved perception of
and respect for DCFS by the communityaddition, it was hoped that increased respect would lead to an
increase in community partners working with DCFS toward achieving the gdatsyed\Works

Aligned with these goalsespondents described the overall rationale for implemehitimge\Worksas

keeping children safely in their homes with their families and reducing recidiSistkeholders described

an essential component of achieving this goal was the provision of res@nd supports in the home

and community to improve family functioning, and,
wi t h f dmiintrodueton od evidenelkased assessments was viewed as an important part of
HomeWorks contributing tamproving casework skills and practice and creating consistency across the
state.The research that supports keeping children saféhpmeand preventing removal was also

described as an important reason for implemertiiogeWorks
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Queried about the psence of shared vision, values, and goals, stakeholders voiced belief that there was a
high level of consensus among DCFS state and regional leadership and most direct staff and supervisors.
But the lack of sufficient resources at the beginning of impleati®n, especially in rural communities,
resulted i n some c aSeatwwasokeeconse dvhen thay saw alight ihceasestnahe c y .
availability of resourcediVhile the need for more services and resources remained, caseworkers

reportedly apreciated the flexibility oHomeWorksn allowing them to pay for communiyased

services and supports.

Furthermore, interviewees shared the perception that philosophically, all partners and stakeholders agreed
with the goal of safely reducirfgster care placements and keeping families intaatk of buyin, they

added, was related to poor understandingamheWorkstools and strategies and the lack of confidence
building positive outcomes.

Stakeholders reported variability acrossthereijisn j udges concerning the exte
legal partners shared the vision and philosophyaheWorks One respondent described judges who

were very aligned with the goal of safely keeping children in their homes, while another charatterized

| egal partners in their amHewveratsis stalehoider pelieliedthait r e mo
while the | egal partners were finot there yet, the
children in their homes when possibdnother respondent perceived some of the legal partners to have

fla wait and see attit udHomeWodksRespandentanbglievedhaa impoftante ct i v
component to gaining the biry of judges and legal partners would be the availabilitydafitional

resources to support children remaining in their homes safely.

Finally, responses provided during théd round of interviewsvere largely consistent with the previous
findings regarding the vision and goals ftwmeWorks The primary objectie identified consistently

across respondent groups was to keep families intact while ensuring child safety, or as one administrator
phrased it, fAsafely r erdisugoadl of thevaiverwas theneost common f ost er
understanding shared byternal stakeholders in particular, and was described by some respondents as a
paradigm shiftRelated to this goal, stakeholders noted the trauma of removal as a significant part of the
rationale:

What we do to kids when ttrraeuyn@art e cr d mowddhtcdrmelyd&
in their current situatiorS o , | 6ve seen kids age out of the sy
you know, and sit and linger in the system and they basically stagnate, you know, which creates a
whol e & n o of lifeelong RTGR and teauma.

A second goal identified by respondents was to increase family stréntyiis protective factors and

the tools available to families to address their own issues in the future without DCFS involVesraame.
administrab r d e s ldomeWoeksls ,a wdy of opening their eyes to the realities of being a better
parent and giving them the skill set so they can achievel i@tk everybody wants to be a good parent.

I think a lot of our families just don't know how to da Thikl, a few respondents described a goal of
HomeWorksas creating more meaningful home visits, such that caseworkers were engaging families in
learning and skill building activities during visi&inally, a fourth goal identified improvement in
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casavorker assessment skills, specifically the incorporation of evideased assessment tools such as
the UFACET and SDM.

Most respondents indicated they were aligned with the vision and philosophy biemmealVorks One
respondent summbheézeidgh®filthihngkt 6otde RAndéteinki ng c¢chi |
i tds betlt etrhifrok iktiddssl.beht ek f o0sf &amiStakebddéror our s
universally expressed the belief that families should be kept together wésble, supporting an

overarching goal of thevaiver.

Responses were somewhat mixed about the extent that the vision was shared among stakékolders.

majority of DCFS respondents felt that, internally, the vision was largely shared, although itevesirep

that some caseworkers still were not on bo@mk respondent characterized variability in the extent to

which people embraced the visidonas,tRAV¥ok kheweods
yes, everybody buys off on it 100 percehtot he ti me, but t hed&ggarbingy of f on
external stakeholders, however, there was a stronger perception that not all community partners bought in

to the vision; for exampleghere continued to be community partners who advocated forrtioe/aé of

children and did not prioritize considering how to keep children safety in the Aot same time, it

was generally perceived that understanding of and support for the vision had improved.

Environment

Findings from thdirst round of intervigvsindicated that there was preliminary supportHoameWorks

but implementation was still in the early stadgg®ff expressed support for what they perceived to be

positive aspects dlomeWorks These included appreciation of the focus on strengthéamiljes,

supporting the idea of helping children remain in their own home if possible, and having concrete tools

(e.g., website, manual) to use in their casewbhlere was also positive feedback regarding how

HomeWorkswas rolled out and the accompanytrginingA r espondent expl ained, 0
presented ithasbeengoédn d t heyb6ve done it in piecéeésy and so
havendét just thrown it Intartiewees tallked aboustaineds gettiggomed ut and
meaning behind different protective factors, and that this type of explanation was encouraging and

facilitated acceptance of titomeWorksprinciples.

Respondents further emphasized the importance of a-4oanaisproach, whereby staff would become

more proficient withHomeWorksand begin to buyn as they went out into the field and attempted to

implement new practicegdditionally, it was reported that administrative and supervisor support were

crucial to encouraging staff suppols one respondet x pl ai ned, Al think just th
administratively, the hanesn, the willingness to mentor and shadow, the support we receive from our
supervisorsl think those are all major contributing factors to the success of this prograhpeople

hari ng good p o #wassuggested that justiasrkesVorksteaches listening skills and

ways to work through client resistance, the same principles of a stfesggd approach and positive

practice model were also helpful with staff who enceted obstacles to implementationHdmeWorks

Challenges to gaining full support of tHemeWorksgnitiative included lack of resources and challenges
unique to rural areas, caseworkers feeling lkeneWorkswas nothing new or just another new
program,and concerns about child safefjhere were several concerns expressed that, while the
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workload was increasing witHomeWorks the resources were ndtere was concern that caseworkers
with already high caseloads would simply have more work added to their plates.

One of the overarching themes regarding the organizational environment was the sentiment that change is
difficult. Staff support was perceaid by respondents to be variabla i mi x e dasewarkgi®hoo f
had embracetlomeWorksandcaseworkersvho were still resistant or hesitant to fully come on board.
Somecaseworkersthey described, were on the fence about it and waiting to see wtinettmexw practice
model would really catch on; others were resentful and deeply resistiitionally, some respondents
expressed concern that there might be times when child safety could be put more at risk in an effort to
maintain children in their honseand that certain cases were not appropriate fio-omeservices
approachNewercaseworkersvere reported to be more amenabléltimeWorks while some of the
oldercaseworkers$ in their positions for many yearswere perceived as still stuck indolvays of doing
businessRespondents also believed that staff support would increase once they started to see some
positive results frontHomeWorks

Respondents also provided feedback HdmeWotks DCFSO6 co
implementationinterviewees commented that leadership was very approachable when they had questions

and responded promptly with helpful answers. Another positive viewpoint expressed was that staff from

the Southwest Region had visited withseworker# the Northern IBgion and had an open dialogue

around any areas of concern regardiftgneWorksmplementationAn i nt er vi ewee reiter
hasbeengreaL hey ' re shari ng whAghair i¥was exprassedthatleadersiippanch us . 0
super vi s pesssaoheawboth positivggand negative feedback, along with requests for more

resources, helped keep communication flowing within the different levels of the organization.

Chall enges experienced in the Sout hisehadtod@ithi ono s
a lack of information around the initiative prior to roll out, and the perception that there were some
duplicative processes inherent to adding the UFACET assess$Soemt. Southwest staff were frustrated
because they heaktbmeWorkswasbeing implemented in the Northern Region and did not understand

why information about the initiative could not have been shared with Southwest at the sarB&fime.

identified duplicative processes such as the risk and safety assessments completeddiy CPS

transferring to the ongoing caseworker, thereby requiring the caseworker to repeat the asséssaments.

also noted that the UFACET was not connected directly to development of the servidegtékeholder
explained, i We ' v e thay eervicecphars aveaw lnere lorethisgprogrami andghen we've got

the webbased program for the UFACET.her e' s no bl endi ngo.

Support from the broader community and child welfare system partners was similarly described as
variable during théirst round of interviewsMany community partners were perceived to be
provisionally supportive, but wanted to see results frlomeWorksbefore they fully bought in.
Interviewees shared that judges seemed to be getting used to caseworkdtiemgidgprksterminology

in their court reportdn cases where there were judges newer to their positions, DCFS leadership held
educational meetingsiféhem.

Some community partners, however, were seen as being more resistant or difficult to wdthwith.
respondent reported that even some of the AAGs were resistant and tended to be strong advocates for
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child removalsHowever, some respondents bedid that in time, community partners would begin to
come around once they began to see positive outcédrmres. i nt er vi ewee expl di ned, A
think theyo6re kind of holding back to see i f it r

One area of uncertaingmong stakeholders was what to do with substance abuse@asédsterviewee

summari zed this wuncertainty: AThere's confusion a
research show that we should be doing with not only mothers that arelusimg pregnancy but mothers
and fathers; the environment . Fihdlethejcommuratporéseurce o par

collaborative toolkit was discussed as one vehicle to help layout a process to bring community partners
together whereanversations such as the one regarding substance use and parenting might begin to take
place.

Respondents further expressed that it might have been too soon in local implementation efforts to have
established clear and consistent communication with ealtetakeholders to suppdtomeWorks An

i nterviewee descri bed, ifWe want to reach out and
but it feels |ike we're just kind of | eapeopleng it
in the community wil!/ a | s draising #or eixternalssiaketplderstwassean d  u n d

area mentioned that could be augmented in addition to increased resiogreesed resources,
specifically, was suggested convince judgeso buy intoHomeWorks Interviewees suggested
cultivating providers who could offer immediate, temporary respite services to steeggmEtents.

Regarding overall system collaboration, interviewees discussed two strengths in this area: the helpful
natue of meetings and success working with juddyadtidisciplinary meetings, local inteagency

council meetings, youth meetings, and meetings with the court were all mentioned as positive vehicles
during which DCFS could build on relationships and collatamong allied agencigghey were also
mentioned as opportunities to train and educate system partridosra\Worksprinciples.Furthermore,
interviewees perceived some early successes in collaborating with judges because judges seemed to like
theuse bSDM.A st akehol der shared, AThey're [the judges]
they use that vocabulary, they have dialogues in their court hearings, what does SDM say, or the
caseworkersay SDM says this risk level, then they're having ncordidence in that than just a case

wor ker ' sJudgegsialsoiexpmressed some level of optimism that SDM might help organize decisions
and positive changes for families.

Regarding challenges related to system collaboration, stakeholders agaiieilémif transitioning a

case from CPS through adjudication with the court system and then onto DGF8dareservices was

much slower than it should be for familidésterviewees shared that in an effort to overcome this hurdle,
DCFS staff were goingto the field alongside CR&seworkerin order to begin building relationships

with families at that ground level, as opposed to waiting two or more months for the process to unfold.
Additionally, interviewees expressed some frustration around which gaséfied for peer parenting
servicesOne interviewee shared that when they requested peer parenting for families, they had received
some discouragement from using the servite perception was that this discouragement probably
stemmed from an overd#ick of resources, but it was shared as being in contrast to the goals and message
behindHomeWorks
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Finally, data related to the service array and resources durifigsthreund of interviewsvas largely

deficit based, indicating that there were maagice and resource needs for the Southwest Region to
effectively implemenHHomeWorksand serve familieRRelapse prevention was identified as one of the

top needed resources to maintain children safely in their homes, as were substance abuse pdviders a
clinicians in generaRespondents described the rural nature of the Southwest Region, and the one
residential substance abuse provider, had a wait list of several nibmehsnly other treatment provider

was an agency that provided outpatient servicdy More therapistsgaseworkersand foster parents

were also requested during the interviedvhiring freeze was mentioned as having increased remaining
caseworke8 casel oads without the ability Hausingagp| ace t
transportation were also listed as ongoing needs for clients, and interviewees shared that they had recently
lost the ability to provide bus passes for their clients, which had negative impacts for families.

During thesecond round of interviewsegondents noted several strengths with regard to the

organizational environment, including strong leadership suppokrtdoreWorks an agency focus on

continual improvement, an emphasis on open communication, sharing, and peer learning amting front

staff, and a commitment to recognizing and rewarding succe®des. t hi nk t he constant,
pressure, but constant instruction, constant reinforceméiroe\Worksfrom the top down is something

that...I think if that constant support is beingimpime nt ed it 61 | get there, 0 one

A few interviewees spoke abodbmeWorksin terms of the practice becoming part of the culture of

DCFS.One administrativé evel respondent, for exampl en expl ain
homeser vi cesé [are] doing a really good job of, you
theHomeWorksmodel , andé supervisors have set up a good

d o t h eA casewokker doted that the practice was afiined with the prexisting philosophy of

the agency, and an administratieeel respondent observed that theameWorksphilosophy aligned

with the reason many caseworkers entered the field in the first place, which was to be a change agent and
help famlies improve their situatioriThese factors helped to facilitate the uptake andibwy
HomeWorksamong caseworkers.

Respondents generally perceived that most caseworkers and supervisors were supptmina\obrks

It was reported that initially, oldexaseworkersvere more resistant towards the practice change, but that
even these individuals were coming around tmitiscussing her initial resistance towaktsmeWorks

for example, one caseworker explained that the main issue was poor understanding of the model early on,
which translated into a lack of support forTihis respondent emphasized the importanceeaircl
communication and training to ensure that staff fully understand the practice and the reason for the
change. The overarching sentiment expressed wasabeivorkersvere seeing the value BflomeWorks
and becoming increasingly supportive as a reAultadditional observation was that there was still some
adjustment occurring among foster care and CPS caseworkers, since initialty-loogecaseworkers
were targeted for roll out of the intervention, but there was widespreait baiyhe philosophy of
HomeWorks even if certairtaseworkersvere still figuring out how to implement it into practice.

One challenge that was noted was caseload size and the amount of staff time that true implementation of
the practice requiredCaseworkers might be suppwediof the philosophy, but they might not have the

time to visit families as frequently as they should or to engage families as much as they woBkinie.
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in a rural community further exacerbated the situation, as it could require several hourd tf trsite

one family. Another challenge that was identified was lack of understanding among specialized support
staff who might not have been trainedldomeWorks One respondent expressed that it would be helpful

if there was greater understanding amstadf of the different roles and positions within the agency and
how caseworkersould better support one another.

The dominant perception during teecond round of interviewsgardingthe broader community
environment was that the majority of commuragrtners supported the concept of keeping children in
the home as long as they were safe, although they might not all knélerti®Norksprogram by name.
Specific partners that were discussed as being on board included mental health providers, Attorneys
General, GALs, defense attorneys, and judges, although it was noted that there was some degree of
individual variability among these stakeholddtsr example, one judge expressed enthusiastic support
for HomeWorksand a belief that it focused on the beseiests of children, while another judge was
more cautious in expressing support, as exemplified in the following narrative:

Generally, I léhimk, in somé veays @ goescafiaingt historic practice to some
degree, and against intuitive prac c e t o s btmnk wedal ltave ereirtuitive reaction to
keep kids safe, and when parents are smoking m
scenario where they are not going tcabeisk. But é most of us are wi se ¢
to some degree to statistics and, overal |, ki d
you know,toapoinSo, concept ual IByt]thirk atitmes the pendwumr of it .

swingstoofarthatway. t hi nk at t toheavethdmhinghe boine whan | st s h
donét think ités the right thing to do.

Schools were described as on board to some extent, but with considerable variability across the districts.
Although some respondents expressed uncertainty about whether coynpauimiers were even aware of
HomeWorks others reported that there was awareness and open communication with these stakeholders.
For example, interviewees described hearing judges talk about the UFACET in court and reported that
community partners andg@riders had exhibited an understanding of protective factors.

The community environment was further characterized by respondents as one in which there was

willingness to engage in discussion and where partners were supportive of one anbthetthati n k
therebébs a good di al ogue BAsupawsa expréssed thagp, althaughethere 6 a G
were limited community resources, community partners and providers were always willing to come

together to collaborate and problem solvevas rgoorted that community partners participated in various
collaborative committees and roundtables, such as the Table of Six, which included judges, public

defenders, Attorneys General, GALs, mental health providers, and other community pAttiinerse

meeings, DCFS provided training and education on various componeHtzo¢\Works such as the

SDM and UFACET, and also shared data and results relatéahte\Works

In addition, efforts were made to involve community partners in staffings and fiaify meetings in

order to include their feedback and indtitvas reported thadiomeWorkstems were part of the agenda

for these meetings, so they provided an opportunity to further reinforce the concepts among partners and
providers.Finally, it was ale reported that caseworkers spent time educating community partners about
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the HomeWorksphilosophy when they encountered confusion or misunderstanding among these
stakeholders.

Several respondents expressed that there was still some resistance amioncpoentanity partners,

who were described as havi ng Laweiforcement ingartitulasveae wh a't
described by a number of interviewees as not having fully bangtet. A few also indicated that they

still experienced resistaa from legal partners on occasiéncaseworker expressed that when legal

partners such as the judge are not on board, it could prevent the caseworker from implementing
HomeWorkswith that caseSome concern was also expressed that community partnersvieigttases

that ultimately resulted in a removal as evidence of failittgile partners were generally perceived to be

supportive, respondents identified community part
HomeWorks
The generalpublc, on the other hand, was described as a i

home interventionlt was noted that there had not been as much education with the general public, which
meant that they often made judgments about the child welfaensyased on their own predispositions.

A few respondents expressed that there was a need to reach the broader comharaityas also a
perceived need to garner greater political supgare respondent reported that the legislature had not
been very spportive of DCFS in the past, and another expressed that they would like to see the
legislature informed abolitomeWorksresearch base, since they controlled the funding that was needed
to support implementation and sustainability.

Finally, lack of suffiégent resources, particularly the array and capacity of available services, continued to

be described as a significant barrier duringsteeond round of interviewRespondents identified

domestic violence, mental health including child psychiatric sesyggbstance abuse treatment, services

for special needs children, affordable housing, and transportation as critical resources that were either
inadequate or lacking altogether for some communiiesovi der s wer e descri bed as
t h i nd,wait lisisrfor some services, such as inpatient substance abuse, were reported to be as long as

nine monthsRespondents expressed grave concerns that, in some circumstances, children were left in a
home where severe substance abuse was occurring bacaeswices were immediately available. The

widely held perception was that DCFS needed to invest more in expanding the servida #reayords

of one community stakehol der, Al t hThey gwinPaCFS coul d
bigger club They know the politcsThey coul d do more. 0

An administrativelevel interviewee expressed the feeling tHameWorksmplementation had been

Aunder powered, 0 explaining there was initial bel i
out, andt was disappointing when this did not happéfhile it was reported that there were some small

increases in certain services, such as increased capacity of the Families First program, resource

development had not been anywhere near what was expecttdaotw was needed from t he

perspectives. A caseworker explained, AThis seems
positive things, but at the end of the day it is a good idea, but it is a good idea without the means to do it
thewaytlat it should be done. 0
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Lack of resources was reported to be particularly challenging for rural communities, where services were
both sparse and difficult to access because they were spread out geographically and not easily reached by
public transportatin. Substance abuse was by far the most frequently reported problem regitire

with an expressed need to expand the availability of both residential treatment programs where parents
could bring their children, and intensive outpatient treatment service

Consideringhe challenges presented by a lack of resources, one perceived streétigtiedtorkswas

that caseworkers provided some interventions directly, and thus were not entirely dependent upon

external servicesdowever, it was reported that cas®kers were stretched thin due to caseload sizes and

the amount of travel required, and could not prov
a need to expand community resouréase respondent further noted that in response to limited

resources, the agency had become much more creative in thinking outside the box, for example, by

utilizing informal supports such as relatives or churches as providers of safety management Aervices.

couple of respondents added that additional fundsdwahtly come into the regions to develop

community resources, thus offering some hope of improving the situation and expanding the array of
available services.

Findings from thehird and final round of interviewisidicated that, at this point, staff had

overwhelmingly bought into and embradddmeWorks and the framework was largely ingrained within
DCFS® organizational culture. Al mean, itbds just
reflecting the sense thebbomeWorksh ad b ec ome ué bha $ 6 n € sheothér sespondegti o n .
noted that everybody within the agency was fAon th
and s k Whil it veag dclsrowtedged that there had been some resistadoent/Norksearly in

the implemetation, the dominant perception was that resistaséworkersad either come around to the

practice change or had left the agency and moved on to other things when they realized these changes

were not going awayone perception as to why thhilosophy had been so strongly embraced was
because it reflected what many vi e®otbderraasonsi mpl y b
identified in the interviews Home$Workshe admini strat.i

Respondents in the finalund of interviews discussed some remaining challenges with respect to staff
support.One significant challenge continued to be the amount of extra timeldha¢\Workscases

required, which could be particularly challenging if caseloads were higher tlmsnmendedAnother

challenge was that soncaseworkergsontinued to have concerns about the safety of children in the home

and struggled with trusting families in certain situatighs&s o ne CPS wor keimn-hamet ed, f /
wor ker ] don 6decisiogto lkeeep themn Hoime, thay almost work, you know, in a ceunter
productive way t o Wbileitwas$ gereeivedithatlthts was eantbevneruah,.it vas
expressed that there cont i nSomefrustrationbmmalse expnessed p oc k et
among frontlinecaseworkershat administrators were out of touch with the reality of casework, and as a

result, the guidance they provided was not always viewed useful or re&listizermore, it was noted

that there was still work toebdone with fully incorporatinglomeWorksinto foster care cases, since the

initial implementation had focused oamhomecaseworkersand expansion to CPS and foster care began

later.
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Support foHomeWorksamong the community and system partners wagitiesicas variable, although
many respondents noted that support had increlseds reported that some partners bought into the
philosophy more than otheilSor example, one respondent identified a community partner who had
become an extremely strong adate forin-homeservices, while certain partners continued to resort to
removal as their first consideratioh.CWA elaborated:

When we meet and staff some difficult cases, | think the first reaction oftentimes is still the kid

needs to be removed, yknow.6 Let 6 s t hi nk of a residenti al pl a
p | a c e hiiadmtyselband my staff frequently having to slow things down, back up and say,

6Wel | , waBetore we getitorthattpaint, what would it take to keep the kidein tth o me ? 6

Even thougtthe region was several years into implementation, it was expressed that some stakeholders
continued to have a AKMoméWorksArsitilaspereeptionavadthat ude t owar
community partners were waiting to seéldmeWorkswould stick, since they had seen many practice

changes come and go over the yeAtshe same time, it was noted that numerous community partners

were very responsive and open to being engaged as suppanthéonecases.

External stakeholders who piaipated in interviews generally expressed support for the philosophy of
HomeWorksand keeping children in the honiechild safety was ensureBome of their responses,
however, indicated that they did not always agree with DCFS as to which caseppvepgiate folin-
homeservicesOne specific concern was inadequate resources, particular substance abuse services, to
keep children safely in the hom&nother concern was lack of truSipeaking to these issues, a judge

who expressed strong support keeping children at home explained,

The one barrier | think that exists is not bei
lives, that we can keep the kids home and the parents will keep the kidScsaftat happens is

becausewe anét trust, for example, substance abuse
take the kids out of the situaticdB.o, one of the things webve got t

the HomeWorkssystem will work.That we can create the kindrefationship with the parents

that we need to keep kids safée need more folks that can go into homes like a Families First

program or even just caseworker availability to visit once or twice a week to make sure those kids

can stay in the homéwould much rather have someone stopping by a home every day to check

on a family than have those kids taken out of that h&uagif we could expand the availability of

eyes on the family at home, we could alleviate that trust issue and we can make surédlyhat fam
knows, Ahewebwedmhmel pémaeg. but webdre al so watchin
right way. o

Respondents also called for more support from the legisldthesprimary concern was whether
HomeWorkswas adequately funded, and the need to ensure that legislators were on board with both
continuing to fundn-homeservices and preferably, increasing fundi@gveral respondents identified the
need to allocate more funding in order to hire mosleomecaseworkersrelated to fundingthere was

concern that, as the state realized decreases in the number of foster care cases, the legislature might cut
child welfare funding rather reallocating those funds to sustain and exphotheservices.
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Finally, respondents during thfénal round of interviewsinanimously described a lack of adequate

services and resources as one of the greatest barriers to success, repeatedly expressing that the Southwest
Region did not have the necessary resources or fundintiyta¢hieve the goals dlomeWorks The

sparsity of services in rural communities was a commonly reported chalkengee respondent
explained, il stil |l think we need to focus on the
have availale to provide to families that are effective and that, you know, will have an impact on safety

and all ow us tExpakdiegop thikissdesit wasoerpkainedl that part of the challenge was

that there was not enough financial incentive for pters to set up offices in rural areas since there were

not enough clients, and as a result there was a need for providers from larger areas to be willing to travel

to rural communitiesAnother respondent indicated that this was a concern from the beagthaistate

leadership did not adequately address:

When they rolled oulomeWorks as | was talking to the person that they had kind of put over

ité | said, fAYoubre asking me to makelchocol at
said, MmMSo myheaerheocAhdtmmeamipg ?Pesourcesé So | sa
rolling something outé and you guys have this
need to do the job.o

Responses indicated that concerns over services and resourcesliasvalent, had not been resolved,
and reflected disappointment expressed by many stakeholders thaitbehad not provided more
resourceslLack of substance abuse providers (or insufficient substance abuse services) and a lack of
providers who spke Spanish were the most commonly reported gaps.

Stakeholder Involvement

For the most part, staff during tfiest round of interviewslid not feel they had the opportunity to shape
HomeWorksmplementationRespondents did indicate, however, that tiee been opportunities to

express the need for more resources in rural areas of the radiitionally, stakeholders discussed a

strong partnership and engagement between service level staff and state level administrators. While it was
acknowledged thangagement varied by individual worker, it was expressed that those who sought
answers or for their voice to be heard by the State Office were I8taffifurther reported that they had

been involved in and continued to be involved in and benefiting ranvn bags and pe¢o-peer

learning; for example, one regional office visiting anotBeing able to have a frank discussion about

logistics from one implementer to another, rather than speaking in hypotheticals, was reassuring to the
newly implementingegion.

There was limited information from the first round of interviews regarding ways in which external
stakeholders had been involved in planning and implementatidtofoeWorks It was noted that
stakeholders from education, juvenile justice, GAheQffice of the Attorney Generaand welfare were
part of a quality improvement committee focusedHoameWorksand changing the mentality around
placement decisions and removal rafedditionally, a need to better engage and improve collaboration
with the drug court was identifiethterviewees perceived that drug court staff did not understand the
strain of multiple demands experienced by parents.

117



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019

Inclusion of families and youth waiverplanning and implementation was described as both a struggle

ard anunknownRe s pondent sé acknowledged that it could be
them to volunteer their time as advocates when DCFS was the entity that made child placement decisions
based on things parents may have done wrong.

During the second round of data collectiomost frontline staff who participated in an interview (both
supervisors and caseworkers) indicated that they had not been involved in any planning or decision
making processes; their primary involvement had been in receiving training and workingaiménpl
HomeWorksinto practice Several further expressed that they were not aware of any opportunities to be
involved, while a few reported that they knew of other staff or offices that had been in@hed.
supervisor, however, described ways in whighgtaff in her unit had been engaged in developing
activities and materials at the local level to support staff in the implementatitono\Works

My staff has been really involved with coming up with ways to like organize their protective

factor activites.One of my employees made like a [INAUDIBLE] drive with all this stuff on it.

Another one like printed off binders of everythidy senior assistant case worker has made

things for all of thecaseworkergke little cards to take with them on homeitssand we have

done things to celebrate like in staff meeting and they choose like their reinforcements, what they
want, i f théyé&aeejdesitngiwell. things | ike that t
kept it on our minds.

Administrative-level respondents seemed to be more aware of ways in which staff were involved in the
development and refinement ldbmeWorks Since there had been considerable staff turnover, many

current staff were not a part of the initial development and implenmam{aiocessTwo respondents

discussed the importance of staff feedback throughout the implementation process and described DCFS as
being open and receptive to feedback from fim& staff.i That was t he approach t he
gaining feedback, beingepn t o recei ve feedback from staff, and
respondent described.n ot her added t hat, AThereds a | ot of cr
onnBut therebs a goAondd fteheedr beadcsk apna eoppteintn@uostso ttoh abte. o
respondent noted that the agency relied a great deal on feedback frotimé&staff butfelt the process

could be more formal.

Additionally, another respondent reported that DCFS had established workgroups to help with the
devebpment of various componentstddmeWorks which included staff from each region of the state,

and that thestatehad staff pilot various components and provide feedback in order to refine the model

and toolsOne caseworker reported that she was a meofl@wvorkgroup ancexpressed that DCFS had

been very receptive to the feedback that she and the other workgroup members provided, adding that she
had already seen changes based on their input. Thus, it appeared that there were some opportunities for
staffinvolvement and input, although not all staff were aware of or offered such opportunities.

Regarding the involvement of external stakeholders, most interviewees indicated that they had not been
included in any planning or decision making fiwmeWorks bu they had received training and

education from DCFS on the new model and the shift towards greaterindsonfieserviceslt was

reported that trainings were provided to GALs and peer pafamntthiermore, one respondent described
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the Table of Six, amitiative aimed at engaging judgdsis effort was intended to ensure that judges had
the necessary information to suppdameWorks

Several respondents from DCFS expressed a need for greater training and engagement of community
partners. While it was reported that many community partners had hddodne\Vorksby this time,

there continued to be misunderstandings or limited knowlechga@ stakeholders. One respondent
discussed the issue in detail:

I think thereds stil]l a mi s c o nHomgWorkss,manddé ut t her
al ways take the opportunity to correct the thi
ThatHomeWorksss justin-homeservicesBecause a | ot of times, youdol
interchangeably, thalomeWorksis just providingn-homeservice And that, you know, and my
correction is, noHomeWorks s an approach, i tidromeasarvicesf u8$ ab oL
an approach to, you know, help strengthen parent capacity to safely care for their children,
regardless of where their children Sathewcahocat ed
be outof-home, but you still use the fisophies and the approachkddmeWorks with the idea
that youdre trying to make home work again, ri

Respondentilentified local mental health and substance abuse providers, drug court, law enforcement,

and education as critical stakeholders whedeel to be educated about H@meWorksinitiative.
Respondents expressed a sense that these partners
child welfare practice or the requirements of the child welfare agency.

There was alswidespread consensus that parent and youth representatives were not involved in planning
or decisioamaking processedlany interviewees expressed little awareness about whether such efforts
existed, especially among frelime staff.A few respondents ceryed the perception that the agency

could make more of an effort to solicit family fe
the experts of their own live$hey know what's gonna be beneficial to them and their fam8izsl.
thinkathe very |l east getting their feedback and how i

Another individual reported that obtaining family feedback often happened informally rather than
formally, such as during family team meetings, when the family might be asked torsiaopinions on

the services they received and what they still needed.administrativdéevel respondent reported that

there had been some effort to engage families formally, but it had not been particularly suddassful.
individual stated that it weachallenging to engage families because often they did not want to participate,
or encountered barriers that inhibited their participation.

At the casdevel, on the other hand, respondents described families as being very involved in planning

and decigin making related to their individual caiewas reported that families were engaged through

the UFACET and family team meetingss one casewor ker explained, AWe
in whatodés happening and kiond edfp,i ny odue vkenlooap, i ng twhea
Another caseworker elaborated as follows:
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They're heavily involved nowVe're doing our assessment with them in those hohhey're
heavily involved in those child family team meetinigsiake sure that they knowat) you know
what?These are your meetings; we're here to try to support yeant you to come up with
ideas of things that would best fit your needs for your farhilyink they take a major role in
that.More than probably beforéthink they alwaysave, but not to this extent.

Through these processes, it was reported that families were given the opportunity to provide their input
and feedback, although challenges with family engagereerdinedat the case leveHigh caseloads

and limited casewos time presented significant barriers to families and may have prevented or limited
the extent to which they were engaged.

Finally, very limited feedback was provided during thied round of interviewsn relation to stakeholder
involvement.One CPS aseworker noted the importance of obtaining input fcaseworkersn the

ground, explaining, AOver the years | O6veAnseen peo
then theybdébve got their ideas, &héemcdatmst,thisust arenod
respondent expressed that frontlgaseworkersould best provide feedback about which practices were

effective.

External stakeholders that participated in this round of interviews unanimously reported that they had not
been inwlved in any planning efforts relatediimmeWorks One respondent from the GAL program
discussed multiple trainings that she had attended to learntdbm&\Works as well as educational

materials that had been provided by DCR&ditionally, a couple rggondents described their

involvement at the cadevel, for example, participating in family team meetings or discussing with

DCEFS the kinds of services being provided taraily on anin-homeservice caselhere was no

discussion regarding the involvenierfi family or youth representatives during this final round of

interviews.

Organizational Capaciyd Infrastructure

In first round of interviewsemergent themeaslated to organizational capacity to implementvtiaéver

in the Southwest Region included policy and procedures, funding, technical assistance and training,
supervision, assessment protocols, caseworker skills, family engagement, oversight and quality
improvement processes.

First, stakeholders indicated that there was a strong sentiment among those driving policy and procedures
thatHomeWorkswas heretosta®n i nt er vi ewee comment ed, nilf you d
anewjobWedbve pgotiowrin place, and ouSecomdgsonechi ng or der
challenges with implementingomeWorkswere noted around the need for standardization of

communication processes, access to updateefnieseadly practice guidelines, and proceduralisss using

various assessments. A respondent mentioned that there seemed to be much confusion regarding case

deci sions: AYou ask ten different people what sho
answers, therebs | Upsldtngpractice guiddlifeewas dedcribedms am ongaing . 0
process at the timés one administrativé e v e | respondent stated, nWe are

the whole thingéldd hate it f othomaeguwitdcheelribesliteh.tée Itdol |
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hold on a minute, | et Thug regpenses indichtesl that warkpyvassstillinesded pi e ¢
to fully align policy and procedures withomeWorks

Awareness and use of updated practice guidelines were indications of procedesahiiswarious
types of assessments ranging from tracking information for quality assurance to the roles and use of
assessment toolsor example, a caseworker mentioned the contrast between the Child and Adolescent

Needs and Strengths (CANS) assessmerda t he UFACET assessment: ACANS
end of the assessmént hi s i s the | evel the child tsdhso klidhdbeofat
to your own judgment... ito0s nice to Hdesthatt a recom

suggest i Majortlmemesnetated taassessments, were the workload of caseworkers and their
interest in having an integrated assessment tool supported by integrated online gysiémes.major
theme was that the building up of the UFACEAs intimidating but walking through the assessment in
trainings and having hands practice was helpfukinally, it seemed as though the UFACET was still
undergoing development at the time of the interviews, as questions arose regarding its arose.

Next, funding was raised across numerous interviews as a substantial chédknggincluded pay rates

and work | oad of caseworkers, the need for more c
if they did not qualify foMedicaid andunding the system enough to be able to individualize service
plans and treatme@toncer n was rai sed that the regionbs | ow

youngcaseworkersvith little or no previous experience with children or child welfare waaond their
degree progranmA second concern was caseworker turnover due to lack of opportunities to advance to
higher pay rates within DCF3dditionally, there was the perception thédmeWorksincreased the

work load per case without any increaseay pates or decrease in caselodgrviewees further
articulated a need for more resources within their local communities in order to better serve families,
particularly with regard to funding services for families that do not qualify for Medicaid.

Another major topic of discussion from the interviews was the provision of training and technical
assistance related komeWorks Main themes that emerged were the importance of sharing the
HomeWorksvision and tools with partner agencies and contracta@isjig follow-up sessions such as
brown bag meetings, and the importance of not only learning the theory and tdolme¥orksbut
getting the chance to practice it as wiellmultiple interviews, the importance of collaboration with
partner and contraetl agencies was raised, and DCFS staff expressed the need for such agencies to know
the vision and language biomeWorksin order to implement it successfulk.respondent noted that
presenting abodiomeWorksat conferences held by partner agencies anthwunity organizations was
a positive way to make connections and traitHomeWorks Commentary regarding staff training
showed that providing initidHomeWorkstraining, sharing best practices among offices, and ensuring
follow-up training in the form dbrown bag meetings were positive implementation strategies for
HomeWorks Sharing resources and tools seemed to be a positive practice and there was a positive
attitude regarding onlindomeWorksresources.

Respondents also spoke on the topic of famigagemeniThemes in this area included the importance

of being perceived as genuine with parents, getting parents interested in the process of change,
overcoming resistance to change, and having DCFS adapt its organizational reputativatéiotiog to

parent resourcénterviewees discussed how to generate interest among parents to pursue positive growth
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and changeOne issue mentioned was helping parents realize that smaller changes were not as difficult
and starting somewhere was bettamntihemaining in a place of feeling completely overwhelmed with

their individual circumstance#. concrete suggestion was made that staff be allowed to make color
copies of handouts, which they felt might be visually more appealing, less likely to beasisigedith

other handouts, and help facilitate learning.

It was also stated by several interviewees across roles that both parents and staff would be changed as
DCFS changed their practice to target and build up existing strengths of fafitizseworler

described, nilf wedre in their |Iives more often in
they might actually see that maybe we care, and then | think that we could overcome some family

r esi s Amgpaneent dtressed that DCFS mekth be seen not just as a policing agency, but as a
resource to families: Al think sometimes parents
because theybére fearful of how DCFS wil|l react. o

Finally, respondents during the first round okiniews discussed oversight and quality improvement
processes that were in place relateHooneWorks Three central themes emerged: assessments
happening within shorter timeframes, supervisors were increasingly open to negative feedback, and the
QCR auditwas not capturing the quality of home visE#st, respondents indicated that the UFACET
process helped speed timely completion of assessment, an historical area of struggle f@doQkS.
improving the implementation process called for supervismigtae leadership team to be open to

negative feedback and suggestions, and not just to positive comments; this feedback was important for
fine tuning and midcourse correctiofisDi al ogue i's good, 0 stated an i nte
balance betweegmo s i t i v e aThird, it was gxpressed that e current QCR audit did not
necessarily capture the quality of visits with a family and focused primarily on quéiniigs suggested

that data on the quality of visits might be important to ongeffayts to implement and build on
HomeWorkspractice.

Data collected during theecond round of interviewsovided greater insight into the development of
organizational capacity relatedtmmeWorks First, respondents expressed mixed views regarding

whet her their organizationés current policies and
HomeWorks On the positive side, some stakeholders expressed that it helped them fine tune what had
already been t he age mafeand returgng thém honkeaveepdvar gossibla.i | dr e n
Respondents expressed a difference betieane\Worksmplementation and what had been available;
HomeWorksor ought more concrete tools to i mplement DCF
feltitheled casewor kers fAmeaningfully intervene in a w

Second, respondents described specific steps that had been taken to inddgroeMéorksinto

practice, for example, havitdomeWorksas a standing agenda item at teamtmge and making sure
service plans wer e b a sAsaresolinof tlesesteps,freaporidénts talked &bBuh CE T .
having more of a focus on the letgrm goals for a family, and service plans were much more

individualized than they had been Iretpastin-home practice guidelines had also been reviewed and

adapted to fiHomeWorks
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Although these more positive themes were present, substantially greater amounts of data clustered around
lack of resources to implemeldbmeWorks areas still needmto be brought into alignment, and many
concrete suggestions for policy and procedure chdrgae was significant discussion regarding barriers

to full HomeWorksmplementation, including: caseload size, a requireti@ldr work coupled with a low

pay rde, seemingly ignoring increased travel time in rural aleésxviews with administrators and

caseworkers showed they recognized these challenges across the region and understood how they
prevented caseworkers from implementihgmeWorksto the intendednd desired levekor example,
conducting four, monthly home visits per case was described as an unrealistic goal given current
caseloadsA caseworker from one of the more rural areas of the region spoke to these challenges:

There are some positive tigis [aboutHomeWork$, but at the end of the day it is a good idea

without the means to do it the way that it should be deaeexample, one of olitomeWorks

homes is about a sixour roundtrip to the home, so when you include the visit you are looking a

a full day to do one visitf your UFACET comes back and says that you need to go four times a
month that is one day each week and 20% of your workload which is impossibléltreds.

i snét any way t o dBventhowgh weway thio théd feople m S&t Qake; a s e s .
unless you take that trip, you don't understand it and they tell us that they sympathize with us but
they keep telling us that there is nothing they can do.

Interviews consistently indicated that addressing these challemgesdl areas needed to happen in

order to fully embrace and implemgtvomeWorksAn ot her member from a rur al
are a jack of all trades and masters of none, 0 re
caseloads and therinidable travel distance challenge with facdace contacts in rural aredere was

discussion in interviews that the idea that a visit with a family had to include the children all four times a

month was both daunting and also left out an opportamitheck up on parents when children were not
presentThe suggestion was made that the requirement be changed to require children be present for two

of the four home visits per month, and also take into consideration the particular level of risk.

Thefederal guideline to limit the work week to-#0urs was also raisedt the time of these interviews,

a recent change had occurred for supervistneviously, they had been exempted from thdadr

limitation because if they worked more than 40 houssorwe ek t hey coul d Afl oat 0 ¢
next week, thereby accommodating the ebb and flow of casework demétidghe new federal rule, if

their income fell below $50,000, they were prohibited from such flexib8itsff were coping by

spendingtne Ai n preparationod for home visits, with enc
with families as worthwhile as possible, since it might be more limitedHloameWorksguidelines

suggestedThough not overtly stated, it appeared that the timexcase k er s and super vi sor !
pr epar aHomeorksactivdies might have involved working extra hours and not reporting them.

The next area that respondents felt might need to be brought into better alignment was development of a
policy that faced other system partners (specifically, juvenile justice, mental health, and education) to
participate irHomeWorks Interviewees spoke about how it was difficult getting these systems partners

to team meetings, and how policy might be able to changéhtimaugh requirements and audithiey

also discussed how these system partners were much more likely to haweoingews of what was

going on with a family, with their experienced limited only to the child.
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Stakeholders also raised issues that tighaddressed by tweaking current trainkigst, it was

expressed that the UFACET was largely based orregetirt by families, but within the context of a child

abuse or neglect situation, parents may minimize the extent of their substance abusestic dmience

historyyOne c as e wor k-eeportis prabdbly @here WweSnlinfo most of our issues with the
UFACET tobtlt waseltécommended that trainings incorp:
so caseworkers were not in situagavhere they knew the se#port was not accurate, but they did not

know how to approach the family to get more accurate information.

Second, interviewees asked that their trainings be updated to reflect mavenddbamilies. A
supervisor describeitie dilemma:

It 6s r ar e in-homecasethat lboksilke that where a mom and dad are married and

the kids are living in the hom#ost of ourin-homecases look like multiple homes, several
divorcesSever al di fferent fathers and sometimes th
and a lot of questionscome We have a | ot of custody issues ¢
policy really leadsus to answers.

There was discussion concerning antiquated policy and its focus on the nuclear family; it needed to catch
up with the current divorce rat€aseworkers also called for training that included guidance on how to
handle custody issues withethlomeWorksframework.

Finally, stakeholders discussed how service plans were wittery. understood the desire to have

service plans be more individualized and based on the UFACET, as well as the requirement that they be
updated every six monthdowever, respondents reported that most of the service plan wa®fnedext

box; the suggestion was made that adding check boxes to specify whether a recommendation was
originating from the UFACET, Court, or both, would be very helgfuladdition, if thee was a way to

add check boxes for completion of tasks or to indicate progress on tasksng updating the plan easier

T respondents offered that service plans could be updated even more frequently, better matching the
fluidity of some cases.

Funding @ain emerged as a significant issue duringséeond round of interviewResponses centered

on hiring more caseworkers, meeting familiesdé fin
the need for community fundraising efforiiswas reportd that more caseworkers were needed in order

to reduce caseloads so caseworkers could spend more time with families, a central tenet of the
HomeWorksmodel.

Second, respondents talked about needi ngs,suchr e f un
as buying gas cards, bus passes (where public transportation was available) or other means of

transportation, rent assistance, and assistance with other basiclimetisespondents sought funding

for additional services, reporting that, at time of the interviews, there was a-family wait for the

Families First progranRespondents also talked about the impact of budget cuts over the years:

124



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019

Wedbve | ost all of our divisionbvebeenderdfgrt8Li nt er ve
year s; | 6ve watched us | ose domestic violence
intense services to victims and coordinating services for perpetiatense lost our youth

service programs where we had early interventions in those homes thefse kids came into

care.l've watched our FAB team that worked with the communities and in the schools and mental
health.We've lost those positiong/e lost our family preservation positions, and without those

other positions available, this is simpnpossible.

Families who no longer or never qualified for Medicaid were a significant category of need when it came
to funding services that would be helpful to their case, or in many instances, were necessary for parents to
complete their service plaBpecifically, for families not on Medicaid, psychological assessments,

substance abuse services, and clinical services in general were not covered and a barrier to full
HomeWorksmplementationThe region also required mobile crisis response teamstty beldress the

needs of families more quickly.

Finally, the need for community fundraising was recogni¥élile staff did not feel this was something

that they could necessarily take on internally within DCFS, there was a strong desire to have @itygommu
member or council of community members who served as liaison with foundations who could provide
resources, envisioning that DCFS could provide detail around service gaps in meeting the needs of

children and families in local communities. Also discdssewas t he need to Abuil d c
i nfrastruct ur estateleveDAF8 euldanot essist with gemarating additional funding.

Some uppetlevel respondents did indicate that statehad recently allotted a pool of extra funding to be

spent on prioritized needs identified by the reglowas not clear at the time of these interviews to what

extent each level of respondents knew about this additional, though limited, pool of funds.

Regarding the provision of training and technical assistance, respondents had uniformly positive things to

say about trainings, and generally were quite satisiedversations in interviews primarily focused on

suggestions for the next level of trainitihgit was neededtirst, respondents discussed the need for hands

on training, moving beyond PowerPoint presentations toward observations of caseworkers during their

home visits, as well as carefully going over reports caseworkers had completed and wibhkingm on

the inclusion oHomeWorkdanguageA supervisor explained:
Finishing touches isndét something thatoés real/l
that I'm going to try to learn to start doing, which is you know, going thrtdwghplans and their
team meetings and their minutes and their agendas and kind of evaluating the whole picture, how
good are we doing at addressing this issue, this issue, we coveréddhis. goi ng t o be dc
or two of those a month with my worleeso that would probably help them if they were getting
that kind of feedback.

This idea of more hdepth training and technical assistance was important to the Southwest Region.
Specifically, althougltaseworker&new that they should be in the home foores per month, they

wanted trainings that got down to exactly what their contacts with the family should lookriike.

example was provided during one of the interviews
was a big hit with staff becaa it both provided a success story example (e.g., a family and case worker
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spoke about their experience wilomeWorksand why it worked for them); twelve break out tables

offered specific activities thaaseworkergsould master and bring home to the figas with whom they
worked.RegardingHomeWorksactivities specifically, a need was expressed to have trainings around
Amore meaningful 0 activities arRdspdmnaents nemtionddahatt h o s e
while they were trained on sorbasic activities, they felt these activities simply scratched the suXace.
additional area of training respondents felt was needed, was drilling down on the UFACET, helping
caseworkers better understand whi cchr afnndo ¢th oomm ntamey
assessment tool.

Further more, respondents wanting training to addr
implementationDi scussi on about the regionds high turnovei
caseworkers were adequatelynid. Another prominent issue was how best to prodici@e\Works

training to the most rural offices, wheraseworkerslid everything frorHomeWorkscases to CPS to

foster careOne clear suggestion was to select one team member from each of those dfficaman

them more irdepth ortHomeWorks and referringn-homecases solely to that case worker, if possible.

Another suggestion was simply to respect the variance in roles of caseworkers who &ttendédorks

trainings and acknowledge within the struetof trainings that caseworkers in rural areas wore many

different hats.

Supervision was identified as another important aspect of implementetiemajority of responses
indicated that supervisors had achieved a level of comfort in mentoriigroeWaks. Responses

varied in terms of whether coaching sessions were specifically scheduled with a supervisor or if coaching
sessions were ad hoc, less formal or preplannestviewees were encouraged to discuss coaching in
terms of what they had experienced opposed to confirming whether a specific type of activity was
completed with themNot surprisingly, they described that the frequency of coaching sessions varied
from once a week to once a monill. of the Southwest interviewees described coachsg aneon-one
activity rather than a group activitRespondents felt there was variability in coaching styles to match the
different styles of supervisors, and this variability was acceptable so long as it produced mastery of the
HomeWorksconceptsResmndents also felt that coaching sessions were tailored to each individual
caseworker and their coaching neddiaseworkers described their supervisor making suggestions about
something specific to try with families, agreeing they would review how thingstive following week.

Some interviewees described coaching sessions as making the work more palpablEararaimple,

an administrator described, fAas far as the Streng
grasp of what thoseae [But] some of the areas that we struggle in is really how to strengthen them
within a particular familywh at it i s that we use to &dathingss, you

sessions were thought to get at more of these hamdpecificsAnothe administrator talked about how
typically social work was reactionary, and that the process of coaching would hopefully transition the
HomeWorksprocess to being more thoughtful and planned.

Coaching was discussed in terms of KompWorkyi sorsé d

language and having other caseworkers and supervisors share what worked in their own practice, thereby
facilitating peer learning. Additionally, interviewees talked about coaching in terms of helping to put the
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Afinishing t ouc h &shéregam, coachipnd wasres oppatdnity dorreview the status of
each caseworkero6s i mplementation of the concepts

Stakeholders also described taking feedback from the initial results of the saturatyan sted

Southwest Region and incorporating areas that needed to be changed into their coachingpraciice.

the initial findings from the saturation study was that some caseworkers were struggling with having a

negative attitude abotttomeWorksor saying that it was not any different from what they had already
beendoingAn admi ni strator wondered, i Wh at do we need
and their attitudesAnd it might be different from one worker to anoth®o, it was actuallyaking all of

those things and, st r aAdmigistratadalso/djscussedtcdachinggabthelugperk t o
levels, so that the coaching process extended fegional administratathrough caseworkef.he notion

of both Af i andsmsdvingpegople to thenext lsvel of implementation existed at all levels.

The level of caseworker skills in conducting a family assessment using the UFACET and SDM was

another theme explored in the interviews. Three caseworkers commented that opemication and

continued training, especially connecting the UFACET to the service plan, were the keys to successful
implementationThere was agreement that the trainings already offered had been useful as far as

explaining the intent of the UFACET, buiat more training was necessary to address its application to

service planning and court documentatiBrom the perspective of a supervisor, the use of the UFACET

had many positive i mpacts: 0llseearabildydossessamdi | i es, p
document progress i n dhiseesmrddnt aso dedcribedihe difféfenteChetivee

a worker fAjust being here for my home visit,o and
specific issues.

Respondents added ttaatother strength of the UFACET was that it was measurable, and that with
periodic administration, one could identify the s
family. A GAL also spoke about the positive impact of the UFACET on casewar&etice and

reiterated the need for ongoing training for caseworRérs. respondent recommended that GALs

receive additional training on the UFACET so that they could participate more actively in team meetings
regarding use of the resulis judicial respondent was aware that the caseworkers were completing both

the UFACET and SDM, and noted with regard to the
require it and they get them to me. 0

Regional leaders agreed that use of the UFACET and SDM wiprfelhe making accurate assessments,
in helpingcaseworker®e more confident in their decisions, and in measuring and monitoring whether
caseworkersvere making a difference with families. Leaders also agreed on the need for more training

for caseworkersn both assessmenttoddne | eader i dentified an unexpec
got rolling with the SDM and the UFACET and we were finding that, actually, because of what they were
saying, we were removing when we might have normally lefcthei | dr en i n t hereé We h

i nf or mhhis pespective suggests that incorporating better assessment tools might lead to increased
removals, but perhaps with greater confidence in the decisions that were made.

There was strong agreement acrossigpants that since the introductionlddmeWorksthere had been
improvement in caseworker skills, especially in the area of family assesgnseiptervisor described
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how training had been hel pful i n i mphadeatraimngonc as ewo
how to get the items from UFACET into our plans and into the court repordsl know that's just
paperwork but every time you do that it ingrains

respondent noted that more focusedhirey was needed for some |loteym caseworkersvith ingrained
ways of approaching families that did not align with it@meWorksmodel.

Respondents also identified challenges related to improving caseworkeiGikdlshallenge noted by
several respondé&nwas caseload siz&s described previously, numerous respondents identified high
caseloads as a significant barrier to effective implementadina.respondent offered the following
explanation of why lower caseloads were important:

You know whenthey i r st train it, they said that it doe
that.| feel like it does take more time because if you are going to have a beneficial home visit, it
requires planning ahead of timerequires looking at the case, lookiagthe assessment, looking

up like activities or information that would help the familyb&%stb u candét just go i n
always be spontaneous.

The view of another respondent was that effective implementation required a weighted caseload of 15 or
lower depending on the number of children in each familyh caseloads any higher, there was a risk to
both the relationship and oi&rone teaching between the caseworker and the fa@ilen the rural

nature of the region, one recommendation was topsatspecialized unit fon-homecases with a

reduced caseload.

Interviews during theecond round of data collectiariso explored factors that facilitated reaching

saturation, only recently achieved in the regibmo related themes emerged regarding facilitators: a

consistent focus oHomeWorksand a strong implementation framewdRespondents in various roles

discussed the value of focus by everyone, includingtdte teamA casewor ker comment ed .
constanh f ocus, | t hink, c o0 n s Frantine sthffoalsaikaew thadomeWorks t hi n k

was important to their super viAadthesthewbrkispassédn ow, t h

a | o mmptheér participant described focusthisssa A So again, this | arge emph
brown bags, sticking with training, sticking with different aspects along the way to keep encouraging that

no, this isnét really going to go away, this is p
Some respondents descidda detail the staged implementationrHomeWorksii We | | it started

education, you knovwHere is what it is, here is the valdand then, the next step is bringing people on to

the philosophy, and then the practice, the mentoring that neededtag ong wi th i t, 0 as o

explained During the implementation process, tlegion adjusted many forms and procedures to reflect
the new way of doing business, such as including the UFACET on thew24taffingsand listing the

five protectivefactors on the team meeting forn@me respondent noted tHddmeWorkswas now the

way of doing business, and that nesseworkersvould learn that this was the practice model for the
region.

Finally, respondents also discussed information they recaewv&dpiport continuous quality improvement
related to implementation éfomeWorks There was strong agreement that quatthated information
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was available, although the types and forms of information diff&espondents in regional leadership

positions enphasized the use of quantitative data for performance indicators, such as the frequency of

UFACET administrationsAccording to one respondent, an information analyst was available to run

special datarequess.or exampl e, i f a reedighertharsthemeam the andlystn u mb e r
could develop a report with detailed information regarding the types of cases and family dylmamics.

addition to statistical data, a child welfare administrator mentioned the value of data received from
supervisorsthough t he HAsuper vi s oThisprocaess,a monthlgastessmenth e s 0 pr
review of an individual case, now included themeWorkschecklist.

Respondents at the caseworker and supervisor levels emphasized the value of different types of

qualitative data and feedback, such as what happened at the brown bags and team meetings, including
having other caseworkers share stories and insights about what techniques they used with their clients.

One respondent noted the value of anecdotal case informatid that the overall message was the

i mportance of the caseworkerods relationship with
achieve their goals. Another participant commented on the value of reading minutes from team meetings

it o heeaital ogue t hat 6s HomgWoresn i magw i we Irle | iatt @ ©© nwd rok it rh
how much it is being t alAlswetvisarbesariied how, wiees lee/shei nds of
accompanied a worker on a home visit, the feedback to fesvoaker was much more concrekbus,

responses suggested that a variety of information was being utilized to inform quality improvement
regardingHomeWorksmplementation.

Severakimilar themes related to organizational capacity emerged durifigaheound of interviewsn

the Southwest RegioAdditional feedback regarding policy and procedures was limited, but one
responded spoke to the need to fully integktdeneWorksinto all areas of practice (e.g. CPS and foster
care), not jusin-homecasesWhile it was acknowledged that this was ocagrithe process was
descr i bed Itavas nétcldaofrprp nespanses whether more was needed in order to fully align
policies and procedures willomeWorks or whether this was primarily a practice issRespondents

also identified other areas wheilearer guidance was neededluding: how to best respond to substance
abuse cases, determining when it was appropriate to implémieoitneservices versus removal, more
comprehensive guidelines, as well as training for safety planning.

Respondents generally felt that caseworkers were effectively implemétaimgWorksinto practice and

were demonstrating the necessary skills to déAsamne respondent stated, it was widely viewed by staff

as At he way kwas repmorted thasme noastrants @nd caseload sizes continued to be

ongoing challenges, baaseworkersvere finding ways to work within limitationsn emphasis was also

placed on continuing to ensure that home visits were meaningful and purpadeitibnally, a few
recommendations were offered in relation to caseworker skills, such as increasing utilization of

motivational interviewing, which was perceived to be a highly effective but underutilized practice for
engaging familiesAnother recommendation was to prowichore opportunities for peer mentoring to

help caseworkers who may not have fully bought in yet or were struggling with implementation:

AiMent oring them with others that may be more succ
sometimes, youknowwe get a defeated attitude thatods |ike,
w o r kinally, a judge expressed the need for caseworkers to better explain and justify their safety
assessments in court, providing specific reasoning as to why they belieghiédiwas or was not safe.
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Consistent with previous findings, the assessment tools implementedHordeWorks(UFACET,

SDM) were identified as highly effective and a strength of the practice ntadelidentified strength was

that the assessments sagpdcaseworkers n t ai | ori ng service plans to feé
The fact that the assessments were evidbased was also noted by respondefm®ether strength was

that the UFACET was seen as a useful tool for guiding a conversatiothe/itimily, and also

highlighted family strengths as opposed to focusing only on defditally, respondents appreciated that

the assessments provided concrete guidelines for
doing some wishyvashy tingWe 6 ve got a framewor k that specifica
| evel of ri sk, make this many home visits. o

Trainings and technical assistancemmeWorkswere generally described as another organizational
strength, also consistent witlhevious findingsRespondents in this round of interviews did not offer
much feedback regarding ways training could be improved or identify additional training Tieeyslid
indicate, however, that some respondents did not have a strong gktmp@fVoks or familiarity with

the framework; knowledge seemed to vary by role and reflected the fact that initial rollout focused on
homecaseworkersThis finding suggested a need for more widespread trainitigpame\Works

throughout DCFS to ensure that aliféhad a clear understanding of the practice model and how it
impacts their practice.

Findings related to supervision were also very similar to those reported in the previoumeaegain,
the majority of respondents indicated that supervisors émihgstrators were fairly comfortable and
confident in mentoring oAlomeWorks There was, however, one CPS supervisor who expressed that
he/she was not familiar enough witomeWorksto mentor on it, and that it had not yet been integrated
into CPS practie.

It was reported that supervisors accompanied caseworkers in the field fairly regularly and attended family
team meetings as part of their supervisory activiGemching included activities such as walking through

t he casewor ker 6s dcevice plae &and assessinghtiiz Extentdorwhich they reflected
HomeWorksguidelines, as well as asking caseworkers directly where they neededd Relpni s hi ng
touchesd were also noted agai n i Asotadpresiasly ound as p
reported, coaching and mentoring were continuing at every level, froradgiomal administratadown to
caseworkers.

Regarding saturation, respondents identified a number of local facilitators, including ongoing training and
brown bags, staffings, emtoring, and resourcg@sovided by the State Office, such as H@meWorks

website and HomeWorkableg®ne respondent noted that the support received from the State Office had
been a substantial facilitator:

From the state office levelondownh er e6s j ust been really goodé -

responsi ve, and theybébve come down and whenever
know, technical assistance and consultation, and helped us to work on that.

130



Utah Title IV-E Final Report | May 2019

It was also reported that discussiorHaimeWorkshad been embedded into regular staff meetings and

case staffingsOne way this was achieved was by adding the protective factors to meeting and staffing
agendask-urthermore, it was reported that staff meetings included discussions chkewokerswere

implementing different componentsidbmeWorksa nd s har i ng Meatdriagwaso ment s . 0
described as another critical factor in @ahehieving
requirement that staff complete regular recediian for the UFACET was also noted.

In thinking about sustainability, many of the same points identified as facilitators in reaching saturation

were identified as factors that, it was believed, would support sustaindbditgxample, continued

trainings and technical assistance, focusing on the applicatidoraeWorksprinciples during staff

meetings, ongoing coaching and mentoring, and quality assurance processes such as the QCR, were
commonly identified by respondents as factors that would supsigtisability.As one respondent

noted, AKeeping it on tAnaherfingporert factonthat wasidehtiiedwasi g g e s
support and buyn for HomeWorksat all levels, but particularly from leadership, which respondents

indicated had éen strong and would hopefully continéelditionally, one respondent noted the role of

Achampionso at the |l ocal | evel, and the ways in w
moment um: Al think that we ki nfthose feople thatenddoduste ¢ ha m
really highly excel towardslomeWorks and we' re able to bring them in

As before, issues pertaining to funding were widely viewed as substantial barriers to sustaiRiability.

the need for funding to himmorecaseworkersvas notedRespondents emphasized tHaimeWorks

services were more time intensive, and caseloads needed to be kepBewsval respondents

specifically identified the need to redirect savings from foster care tarftimoimeservices buwere

skeptical as to whether the legislature recognized this as a pr&eitgnd, there was an identified need

for more funding for services, especially inruralar€am.e r espondent noted, Altds
more expensive this work, dealing lvgubstance abuse, dealing with mental health and trauma, but |

think that investing in it early on for the long road will actually be more financially beneficial than trying

to treat peopl e when Thk®espeseadidcts thicaithat smendingnoofe cont r o
money upfront could realize cesavings down the road, if the agency was able to prevent an escalation

of the problemAdditionally, one respondent expressed that if DCFS wanted to expand the service array

in rural communities, theyould need to make it financially worthwhile for providers to go out to rural
areasFurthermore, one respondent indicated that it was unclear where funditgnfi@\Vorkswould

come postvaiver, reiterating the idea that reallocating esatings from foer care was likely the best

revenue source, although this would require legislative support.

Finally, turnover was again identified as a barrier to sustainability, although it was not discussed as

extensively as in the previous round of interviesusiong those respondents who addressed it, turnover

was generally accepted as part of the reality of thiswokk. one respondent describe
it seems |l i ke thdoedsenavVeayhrydst abhehipybuconstan
just frustrating as an administrator, and even more so as a supdrvisorj ust seems | i ke yo
wor ker s hor t These regponses gxpressed the sénse that offices were never functioning at

full capacity, which made it difficulat times to focus on issues such as practice fidelity and quality
assuranceAn ot her responded added, AWhen you are short
just a survival , p uttdsfunhgr naied that fonstaersovearequired offiees t i me . 0
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to constantly get new staff up and running, but that process took several months to get new staff up to
speed.

Waliver Impact

Responses from tHest round of interviewgrovided data about thweaived s | mpact i n five p
areas: removal decisions, impact on legal stakeholders (e.g., judges and GALS), organizational impact,

impact on caseworkers and practice, and impact on children and families.

First, regarding impact on CPS practice and removals, stakeholders wereausaimrtheir description

of a pendulum shift toward maintaining children in the home and away from removals Hatishoumhe
care.Furthermore, stakeholders discussed more partnership between CR$amécaseworkers, and

earlier engagement with families to avoid adversarial relationships between parents and DCFS

caseworkersA st akehol der explained, fAl think we're seei
alone and the rapport that we're builgliearly on because | think that affects our success with
interventions. 0

Second, stakeholders discussed whetteneWorkshad an impact on judges and GAGenerally,
stakeholders believed that judges and GALs were on boardvaitter principles, but perhaps retained

more reservations about | eaving children in the h
GAL shared, i T hcasesewheaxer| teel fjke, gotl knoawe Irkriow thengoal is to keep the kids

home, but maybe thatds not the absolutely best th
situations it makes it a little bit more difficul

Next, interviewees were asked to discuss any organizational impactswiéitheron DCFS.One theme
concerned how applyingastrengthea s ed fr amewor k not only helped par
perceptions of and rapport with the families they semeskcond positive impact was a shift to focusing

on the whole family rather than just the child, so that children were not returned home without the parents
receiving treatment and servic&nally, respondents observed that the time it took to complete

assesments seemed shortened; this had been an area of struggle in thégpaistwees linked this

positive gain to the UFACET.

Amidst many positive impacts, respondents were clear that impleméfdimgWorksin the region had
stressed an already underfuddgystem trying to withstand the coinciding impact of a hiring freeze.
Interviewees expressed thidwmeWorksprinciples and increased contact with families seemed like a
good idea in theory, but they were never offered lighter caseloads, more casewepkarsment
caseworkers to offset those who had left, higher pay rates, or opportunities for advancement.

Interviewees further discussed the impact ofwtaéseron staff and casework practic@aseworkers

shared that they now spent a good deal of tiritle families discussing the protective factors, as well as

conducting research on their own about age specific tools that could be implemented used by the parents

with their childrenOne r espondent s har edHomeWorkst mmdrenchggifigp r me p e
more therapeutici n engaging clients to want tabelwprkbem$§
challenge to spending more time implementing these new tools with families, however, was loss of

caseworker and supervisor positions withicoatinued hiring freeze.
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Irrespective of the pressures, caseworkers reported excitement about a perceived return to more social

work activities and engagement with the families they se®Wede st akehol der expl ai ne
tried to focus on strgths, but even more sonowthanevend i nstead of wus going i
know what, these are all the things that youbre d
These are things that are major strengths for you that we waust twontinue to improve and grow from

here. 60

Finally, interviewees discussed the impacHomeWorkson children and familie€Caseworkers reported

that parents were learning and benefitting fromSR@F Famework.For example, at home visits,

parentsvere observed reading with their children and participating in exercises like drawing a genogram

to look at family relationships and social suppots. cas ewor ker stated, Al 6m see
i mprovement i n home c asdaoseywith peer@arentm@programsamdk i ng r e a
focusing on protective factors to educate our fam

Ongoing challenges with families were also raiged. st akeh ol der descri bed, Al t¢
time, but itds been alywilecantinug td imprave apd nakerchamge ialives h o p e
of families that sometimes are a |ittle resistant

vi ol ence [ an d[asenbrkems alsoackiowledbed that it veas not just willingness to

change as a parent, but also willingness to see DCFS in a different light given a history of pendulum

shifts in child safety and family preservation that undoubtedly impacted removalrateseworker

stated, Al mean it ' sngbfthe Divisioroof ChildemHarhily esvict® be acce
havendt had the bedndnamethkeiougmhndhe wpeawese t her
not there to offer interventions and support serv

Finally, bot legal and DCFS stakeholders questioned whether there were perhaps some families that

required removals but had children left in the home due to the gddtsneé\Works A stakeholder
explained, il do have a HomeWdrkes ob intu cohf, at hfaeta rl thhoapte
be to the point to where our goal is to keep a child in a home so much that we start sacrificing their

saf éAtnyo.tcher i nterviewee added, fAl do worry that we
longerthanw at 6 s really safe just so that we can say WwWEe

During thesecond round of interviewsespondents were able to provide mordepth assessments of
thewaiverimpact.First, they discussed impact on the legal process inclusinepaict on GALSs, the
judiciary, and removal decisionBeedback regarding the impact thlmtimeWorkshad on GALs was
mixed.From the perspective of the one GAL interviewddmeWorkswas a great idea and the right
thing to do, although there were still cases where the GAL disagreed with the Department and
recommended that the child be remowisked to clarify whetheHomeWorkshad an impact on their

own removal decisions, the stakethd er of f er e d, ifYes, larb sfodatt,elly damd
of anything that has had more impact thanHbeneWorksprogram.On all of us.On Guardians, on the
caseworkers, on even service providers.t hi nk it 6s a gr ijastneguotsbhet i ve mov

t we a KAe abdmidistrator within DCFS, on the other hand, described more of an adversarial
relationship with one GAL in theegion, explaining that the GAL was recommending removals not just
for safety issues, but for quality of lilexd environmental issues.
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In discussing the impact of theaiveron judges, stakeholders for the most part felt their relationship with

judges was no different than befétlemeWorks Respondents indicated that there was good

communication on both sides)chjudges for the most part fell on the same side as DR&spondents

also indicated there had been an uptick in judges asking questidamgWorkdanguage, asking to see

the UFACET tool, or asking if something could be done in a case that they haggnsione for another

family. Thus,HomeWorksseemed to be catching on in the courtroom, albeit slowly and gradally.
administrator explained that, at first, t here see
regardingHomeWorks but now theywere starting to see thdomeWorkdanguage being used.

Some of the respondents, who felt it was still a work in progress in terms of working with judges around

the goals oHomeWorks explained that in part, the slow progress was due to the D&FeSvokersnot

yet being fully comfortable with thlomeWorkdanguage and process. casewor ker expl ain

everybody is still trying to just get familiar withit. t hi nk wedre still trying to
courtrooms and with our legalcouhde t hi nk webre still uncomfortabl e

figure out our r ol e a®ndhe btleemhartd,agespordgnts edigatedehateheythadt h a t

seen more judges willing to close cases where things were going well hogsevere not yet

completed, which was perceived by some to mean there might be some trustomiid/orksprocess.

With regard to whethddomeWorkshad impacted removal decisions, the answer was uniformhAyes.

admi ni strator expheses@s ahehangwnghawalt dre from t
know, | etdés first try and do what we can to keep
if their needs are being addr es s e dthegdidhavetobes s af e,
r e mo vSeaklehofders also mentioned that having data from the UFACET and SDM to present in Court
gave caseworkers more concrete data with which to advocate for fewer rerHoveser, there were

important clarificationsFrom the pespective of the judiciary, whillomeWorkded to fewer removals,

it was uncertain whethétomeWorksmpacted permanency.

Respondents also discussed how removals for parental substance abuse were more complex than they
seemed from the outseé¥.judge, br example, explained they did not feel that substance abuse on the part
of the parent necessarily constituted immediate grounds for removal of the childvegver, with the
substance abuse comes associated friends and acquaintances such as dragdiedtaisals who

would be placing the child at repeated ridkdges felt more concerned about the home environment of a
substance abusing parent and whether that was a safe enough place foiTaepilere not as

concerned about the actual drug usatipularly if services were ongoinDCFScaseworkersimilarly

talked about substance abuse being particularly complex, and that from their persidecti®®/orks

helped children stay with their parents while helping to give parents the skills andesstmuachieve
sobriety.

Next, respondents discussed the impact oiwdigeron practice, inclusive of CPS practice, supervisory
practice, caseworker practice, child and family engagement antbeved.\While data was very limited

in terms of impact on CPS practice, one respondent described a general change in the mindsehwith wh
they approached their work relatedHtomeWorks
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| feel like that when it first came out, | had this mindset that oh, well, this really just apghes to

homeand foster and | did mostly CPBut the more that | did CPS, | could see that | was using it

in my, you know... maybe informally because Iwoudt al ways do a UFACET wi|
casesé But just the whole mindset of when | go
assessing ongoing risk and what factors came into play that led to this situation.

In terms of impact on supervisors, intewees described having more contact with families and

increased use of protective factors &tmmeWorkdanguage at team meetin@ipervisors felt that

casework in general had become more structured and more concrete because of the UFACET assessment
tod and SDM procesfkespondents also talked about an increased emphasis on cobahtimgrmore,

some expressed feeling an increased accountability and responsibility to families than they might have
experienced before; one administrator described:

Ilhavea stronger feeling of responsibility to pro
with the best quality product that we can atthetima.d may be t hatdés why é | u
l'i ke | said, peopl e who di dntl§exithesystem tecausg et on
t hey di d Becausewthimkttamities deservethatnd it 6s | i kely their |
trying to keep their family together i f wedre

Regarding impact on caseworkers, respondents talked HbomgWorksgiving caseworkers more

concrete tools with which to accomplish their work and speak about their work to titters,

caseworkers were viewed as having more confidence and more empowerment to create meaningful
change i n @®nefcasevniorkey desbrieldi, f il t hink it involves spen
our <clients and actuall y ©Gacond thgUFACET cneatecea more ange s i
positive dynamic whereby families could suggest areas where they wanted help and caseworkers could
gain a better understanding of the family from th

Third, respondents talked about the shift from caseworkers working primarily in a monitoring capacity
toward caseworkers providing services in the hdméhe past, a caseworkepuld have primarily been

in the role of putting together a service plan and then stopping by the home to make sure everyone was
doing what they were supposed to be doilgh HomeWorks the expectation had changed; niow
homecaseworkersvere expected tbave the skills and abilities to provide direct services to the families

they were working with to address theirneefis admi ni strator reiterated, A
an intervention themselves, and | encourage them to go to trainingsheifilioolbox with skills they
can use out there in the field.o

Fourth, caseworkers in rural areas felt tHatmneWorkshad increased the tension in their daily work and

the work load was at times unrealistzaseworkerérom the rural areas were quickday they thought
HomeWorkswas great in theory; the concept was not the isBue problem seemed to be that their

caseloads looked fine on paper to folks from more urban areas, but once the required visits were
implemented, and without leadership redlgving to live the problem of thrdeur, oneway drive

times, these teams felt very much stuck Abet ween
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Regardinghe impact on child and family engagement and-veihg, interviewees felt that parents were

more engaged as esult ofHomeWorks Completing the UFACET with a family helped caseworkers
understand things bet t é&gsthefcasemvorket gotdo kiiow the fanjilydobgtterp e r s p e
through this process, everyone became more invested in the success &.tinéecaiewees talked about

the parentaseworker relationship being improved because parents felt like they were really being

helped, and the process led to fewer defensive reactions.

Responses were mixed with respect to whetheHtmeWorksprocess ad increased child and family
well-being.Some respondents féiomeWorkshad already improved family weltleing.A peer parent

stated, AWhen youdre being educated and youdre be
they care and taking thetimmeo wal k you through that process, Yyout
Another set of respondents fell in the middle on this tdfhey stated thatomeWorksdid have

potential to make a positive di fsfsteodimtheveayadffull f ami | i
implementatonAn admi ni strator explained, fAWedre still s
employeesWe 6 ve | ost resources over the past year é weo6\

It was reported that one countyparticular was struggling with a recent increase in removals and foster

care cased he process of understanding why those numbers had spiked seemed to be complicated.
Leadership was examining theories such as larger sibling groups than thearjdor example, groups

of five, six, or seven siblings were coming into care at a thnether suggestion was that a temple was

being built in the area, and perhaps that brought new families to the area who were ircrisis.

admi ni st r a tQurrfosterxaoel narmbersade reallif high BlosneWorksva s né6t goi ng t o
a difference in a lot of the cases that we had to remove because of safety. | mean, that was the bottom
l'ine. 0o

Finally, respondents discussed impact at the organizational Revédws were mixed regarding the

impact ofHomeWorkson DCFS.On the positive side, one administrator expressed the trend that there
seemed to be more agency on the part of staff to
favorite changedtat | 6ve seen is probably our desire to ha
opposed to a c dowevei rmostotber respandentoexpressed concerns about

unintended consequencesHidmeWorksmplementation, including a concern that theus onn-home

services had led to a decline in the quality and quantity of available foster care placements, and that more
children were having to be placed out of county because DCFS was no longer developing foster care
placementsSome respondents feliere was an underlying pressure tdardbomeservices at all costs.

And finally, the issue of teams arose, an issue particularly in rural areascsbkeveorkersaw all types

of cases. These teams wished for a designated person to be trafoedeWoks and solely takén-

homecases because tilmmeWorksmodel was not really fittinghe casesaseworkersvere seeing (e.g.
out-of-home care).

Interviewees were also asked hblemeWaorksmplementation had impacted servicEkeconsensus

among intervieweewas that it had not impacted servicgs.one judge explained, the DCFS budget and
the economy A aSewicesnere sstill ladkiegyspeaifically, substance abuse treatment,
mental health treatment, affordable housing, and realistic druggi@stre areas of continued neBeer
parenting was seen as being more consistently available than in the past, and while respondents did not
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see the service array expanded as a restloofeWorks there was recognition that the required four
monthly hone visits with families was a significant change in and of itdetfhiseworkers were doing

more clinical activities with families, this may be important to take into consideration when discussing
impact to the service array.

During thethird and final raund of interviewsrespondents identified impacts of thaiverin three

primary areas: child welfare practice and services, removal decisions, and child and family outcomes.
number of positive changes to child welfare practice were articulatedng exernal stakeholders,

identified changes included the incorporation of better assessment and deeikiog tools, the use of
assessments to develop more individualized plans, and the greater overall effort to connect families to
services and supports inder to keep children safely in the hor@FS stakeholders similarly identified
better assessments and better utilization of resources to keep children in the home as key impacts of the
waiver. The incorporation of evidendeased assessment tools was @éws a significant strength of the
waiver, facilitating and improving overall decisionaking.A CPS worker elaborated,

| think that the structured decisionaking model has been really helpful in recognizing the

difference between imminent safety issuessus risks, identifying what risks are there and what

strengths are in place and how the risks can be managed through safety pldhimkghat

before that identifying that and how to do it was more ambiguous, especially for workers as you
gointoomuttAnd you have a judge t haOdahenpartneysthatr ot ect
see the risks and they say how do you manageAinid30, being able to identify what those

risks are and how they can be managed helps us to better articumte apgl hat 6 s f easi bl e

before it was just like more ambiguo¥so u know, either it was |ike vy
safeAnd t hi s | us Howde welkeep theenasadanrad £ .now, it ods | ik
are the protective factor s, here are the stren

mitigate the risk and so these kids can be safe in the home.

Additionally, respondents from DCFS noted thiaimeWorkshad increaed the tools that caseworkers
had available to them to work with families, and caseworkers were having more purposeful visits with
families, where more concrete safety planning was occulltings also expressed that tBEPF
Framework had been largélycorporated into practice at this point and was expanding into CPS and
foster care cases, leading to more consistency in practice across the Aysiiner. positive impact

noted was the incorporation of trawiméormed practice.

A few respondents also indicated that the region had seen the expansion of some services targeted
specifically to highrisk families.One program mentioned was Families First, which, it was reported, had
been previously unavailable in parts of the SouthwestdRegnother program that was mentioned was

the SMART team, which provided crisis interventiarthermore, it was noted that caseworkers

themselves were becoming change agents through the implementatiomeWWorks and thus were

directly providing somef the services needed by famili€n the other hand, numerous respondents

noted that an ongoing challenge in the region was an overall sparsity of services, and this continued to be
a concern that theaiverhad not increased resources to the extenstaiieholders had expected or felt

was necessary.
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Next, there wasvidespreadtonsensus théddomeWorkshad impacted removal decisions, and that there

was a general change in philosophy throughout the region towards trying to maintain children in the

homeAs one respondent exp4es&e@ul i Wa daother deswiliedhf os € al
in greater detail the shift in thinking she had observed:

I know that thereds often comments in differen
child,| i k e, you know, ABack in the good ol 6 days,
woul déve been a r e moSodHave sdenthat change ghatpardadignaghift mo r e .
with our agency and even with our partndiisis is just anecdotallyd on 6t have the st a
know that from my observations we are more con
to keep kids in the home?o0

This perception, that there was an overall trend of keeping more children in the home that would have
beenremoved in the past, was shared bgrgenumber of respondentis.was further noted that all

partners were using safety and risk assessments, as well as consideration of the availability of concrete
resources to mitigate safety concerns to inform daeisiaking.

Somerespondents also expressed the perception that legal partners had become more open to
HomeWorksand showed more willingness to tnthomeservicesSeveral specific changes were noted
among legal partnerkirst, it was reported thitomeNorksterminology and concepts were increasingly
being used in court by legal partners. For example, judges and AAGs asked about the assessments and
what efforts had made to keep children in the home and safety plan with the fscodyding to one
respoment, there was a sense that everybody was on the same page, and the Court was increasingly
holding DCFS accountable bomeWorks

Judgesvereoverwhelmingly described as supporti®everal respondents noted that there had been
considerable turnover amg the judges, and new judges who had come on board were perceived to be
highly supportive of thétlomeWorksphilosophy and strong proponents of keeping children in the home.
An administrativelevel respondent explained,

We have a difficult time getting pha judge to try to remove a child for good reason, which |

love.But he knows when web6re coming in and asking
askiHave you gone over paWwWhmatibsgthkilrSsewiebh ente
askip all these questions, and if you havendt do

Among AAGs and GALSs, perceptions were more mixed as to whether they had come around to
HomeWorksl t was reported that t her e fromethege stakeholtlets. s o me
A few respondents expressed that it was improving and that these stakeholders were seeing the positive
outcomes fronHomeWorks In contrast, another respondent indicated that certain legal partners,

particularly GALs, continued tbe very resistant and did not viedomeWorksas effective GALs who

participated in the final round of interviews, however, offered examples of how their ways of thinking had
changed as a result@bmeWorksOn e GAL s h arecegdizing that L want # temove more

than DCFS, | try and counterbalance that by coming up with reasons why we need to leave the kids in the
homeAnd the more | study it, | think that thereds ¢

—
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inthe home ifitcanbedoneate.o, | 6m trying to educ dhisendividpad el f t h
also expressed that he/she had become more aware of the economic struggles that miostoMEES

families were facing, and therefore more empatheti@tds their situations and open to consideiring
homeservices as a resulinother GAL described a case in which he/she had advocated for removal, but

DCFS had disagreeth hindsight, the GAL recognized that DCFS had made the right decision:

Andevet hough at the time | was frustrated [ LAUGH
frustrated because | f el tlwasifristeated beedayse llwasriker i g ht
oh, my gosh, why arendt we doiwed?Buvthegt seemed t
managed to build in safety for the kids when it turned out, hey, that they were able to provide

other services that helped them stay hofmel | thought, oh, okay, well, that was a good

learning experience for me.

These narratives indicateat GALs had begun to reconsider their perspective as a resldhed\Works

and although they still struggled with an inclination towards removal, they were gradually becoming more
open towardin-homeservicesThe findings suggest that while there mal e work to be done to

increase the confidence of legal partners, considerable progress has been made.

The final topic examined was the impact of treaveron children and familiestirst, respondents

indicated that they had observed some significhanges in the characteristics of cases and families that

they servedMost commonly, it was reported that they had seen an increase in drégfege.

respondents also noted an increase in domestic violence cases, and one respondent describedlan increase
severity of cases, whereby they were seeing more children who were severely traumatized and more fetal
substance exposure as compared to the plasse changes generally were not attributed toviieer,

but to changing social circumstance®wever, hese perceived changes were viewed by some as making

it more challenging to implemertomeWorksand raised questions, as noted earlier, about which types of
cases were appropriate iorkhomeservices.

Regardinghow HomeWorkshad impacted child safety amell-being, respondents indicated that, for

those families where it was appropriate to impleneitomeservicesHomeWorkswas largely

effective.lt was emphasized that there were always going to be cases that required children to be

removed, and DCFSauld not be able to intervene effectively with all familids.one respondent noted,

the parents need to be willing to engage in senfddomeWorksto be effectiveFor families that did

engage, most respondents indicated theyHeiheWorkswas effetive in keeping children safé
caseworker expressed t ha tSimilarly, G@NAaleséribedhitdsgiveng fa bet
parents more opportunities, identifying an example of the impact she observed where parents were

starting to use the Puattive Factors language and apply the concepts to situations that arose in their lives.

While respondents were generally optimistic abdomeWork® i mpact, they al so indi
still room for improvementOne respondent expressed that she witkédo see earlier intervention with

prevention services to get families the help they needed before the situation becamésetreenoted

there was still a need for more resources in order to better serve families and be able to meet all their

need. Increasing the availability of services and resources to support family preservation appeared to be

the most pressing need identified by respondents to increase the imdact@orks
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Salt Lake Valley Regi@esults

Implementation oHomeWorksin the Salt Lake Valley Region began April 1, 20TBe process
evaluation involved two rounds of interviews with regional stakehold@#esfirst round of interviews

was conducted from December 2015 through May 2016rehetded 27 stakeholdershe second round

of interviews was conducted during July and August 2017 and included 15 stakel®ilezholders
interviewed includedffice of the Attorney Genergjudges, GALSs, state and regional DCFS leadership,
caseworkesupervisors, CPS caseworkaradin-homecaseworkersRespondents had been in the field
for a range of one and a half years to 26 years.

Their identifi ed rEdNaiees theHomeNorks implementatibh \eaifed s | V
considerably accordin the position they heldRegional leadership, including Child Welfare
Administrators (CWAs), saw their role withomeWorksas spearheading and leading implementation
efforts in theregion; their tasks included problem solving around implementation jssasshing and
supporting supervisors on how to implemeliosimeWorksat the practice level, and the provision of
training and technical assistance for supervisors and caseworkers.

Supervisors reported they were directly responsible for ongoing sucdegsfrnentation at the practice

l evel to ensure t hat HomeWwerksmd a¢ elbslksaasarilee inckided goiogd | ow t
with caseworkers on home visits and to team meet.i
welfare information systa), and conducting quality assurance reviews on CASER.S supervisor

commented regarding their role in integratithgmeWorks nt o al | aspects of pract.i
HomeWorks s not a progr am; i tThis\ew was reiterated by@WAe:r yitlhtionsg w
sort of just become an integral part of our work

the protective factors are onthew&8lb,t hey ar e making sure itdéds very vi

staffing a case, they wilaskor a copy of the UFACET. 0

Caseworkers and child protective investigators focused on their role of implemeédatme/Norkswith
familiesA chi |l d protect i v édomeWeorlss ttiog arteqr idx6psl diirkead :t hfe
investigation. Providng t he family wi t h Atasemasagepdescibedtheihrelee t hey

as ASo | g eltaketthe prdgerh put tafandliesimime, do activities with them, try to

increase their protective factors, try to increase their knowledge t hat hopefully we wor
A |l egal system partner described their role as pr
their permanency goal é | would | ike every parent

given t o b e Thiswesporelentalsaispecified tasks related to this role: brainstorming with the
client about how to address outstanding issues in their case plan, asking clients to develop their own
solutions to unresolved issues, and communigdbrthe client about what is expected of them legally in
order to be successful.

Leadership

During thefirst round of interviewsparticipants reported high levels of leadership involvement by state
and regional administration, based on continued adtnative monitoring and feedback from leaders, as
we |l | as |l eadersd6 willingness to seriously consi de
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implementationThere was mention of numerous trainings beginning with the State Office followed by
numerougegionalHomeWorkst r ai ni ngs and di s EHamsVWorkaliscsissiond, iven d o a
our admin teamWhen we have our own little regional meetings, those come up quite often and | think

from knowing people, at least in our region, some of the adram,teknow they really support

HomeWorks I addition, it was apparent from responses that caseworkers were receiving ongoing

feedback on their performance and skill developméentas noted that the provision of numerous

trainings orHomeWorksand the stablishment of clear expectations for when to use tools were useful:

inALl I l evel s of management have done a pretty good
and then providing us with education to do the wo

Challenges to leadership involvement were also repofited.region experienced a leadership transition

at the time of implementation, and as a result, many interviewees said that because of multiple transitions
at one time, their own roles omeWorkswere notecessarily cleaRespondents explained that it

would have been helpful to have a clear idea of their role®@meWorksprior to the implementation of

the program in order to better focus their attention dudameWorksrainings.Interviewees in regional
leadership roles mentioned that they received information from the state leadership team, but that state
leadership was not actively engaged in the planning process foaiher. There was also a general

feeling of some disconnebetween state level and regional level administration abottioelday process

needs and a need to involve leaders external to DCFS.

Support and buwyn among the regional DCFS leadership were apparent in all interviews, though with

some caveatfRegioral leadership was perceived as highly committed and responsive to worker input and

ideas, and they were recognized for tailoring training specifiaseworke needs from t he b
of the implementation period member of the leadership team exgegbthat there was a common

intention to makédlomeWorkdanguage a key part of how discussions were conducted at the leadership

level. Additionally, somecaseworkers aw t he commi t ment through regi ona
Il i ke t hey 06 y®wangdtting aa manyncaseverkers as welBacause we know that when

your numbers are high, youbre just not doing the
So | think they wunderstand that and they focus on

Feedback related &irategic planning in the region was very mixed durinditeeround of interviews

The creation of a highly invested Whilasa critical first step in implementing thidomeWorks

framework.One interviewee referred to participating in a feedback suovegritribute to developing the

regi onods sAnoathartespgrident eppressed.that implementation seemed to be occurring in a

very streamlined, uniform fashion, which gave the impression at all levels that strategic planning had

taken placeHowevet s ome i nterviewees did not feel as preps:e
was ready to start, tidomeWorks eams ar enod6t ready, the structure |

Responses regarding shared accountability for project outcomes also Thaei&alt Lake ValleyRegion

created new teams for implementiigmeWorks est abl i shing a Astrong coho
invested iHomeWork®# and fisee that as t hTdisteamiwdseerdeivettgs as DCH
carrying accountability foHomeWaks program success with the recognition tHameWorksneeded to

become a divisionvide philosophy in approaching cases from the beginning to ensure necessary success

of the frameworkOn the other hand, caseworkers expressed feelings of greater acicouritab vy : AThe
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expectation is set you know, they provide us with educational opportunities and kind of like roll it out and
the expectation is really on the caseworker. o

Several stakeholders mentioned tHatneWorkswas more at the forefront of-homecasewo r k er s 6 way
of handling a case, in contrast to caseworkers assigned to permanencylwsesere two different

perspectives on this situatiocdne was that any caseworker with a caseload should consider themselves a
HomeWorksworker, whether they wereifmally part of aHomeWorksteam or not, implying that it was

a shared value théetomeWorksprinciples be embraced by all stafhe alternate perspective was that
HomeWorkswas not as applicable for caseworkers who were tasked primarily with permansesy ca

rather thann-homecases.

There was also a perception in Bat Lake ValleyRegion that the WLT might be a bit protective of

identifying any ongoing problem areasHomeWorksOne i ntervi ewee descri bed,
beenalittlebibf si |l oing from the top, that we dondt wann
itds great, ités working, i Bots wotnkdiemK uilt 6 wedove@ed wi

what t ho s leadditiog, thereawaga géneral seasrot knowing what outcomes were being
measured, or how outcomes were being measured and evaluated.

During thesecond round of interviewthe majority of responses remained highly positive about the

involvement of both state and regional leadershipétomeWorksmplementation. Participants

primarily focused on the intensive harals support of state leadership during implementafioWe 6 v e

just had a | ot of contact with the State Officeé
thebeghnni ng, it was more oft en Cdnsistentwithéeedbagckfroome r espo
other regions, the rollout éflomeWorkswas much better executed than previous policy refaiinis.h e

roll out process was perf e gramlkeatmmdevewefordre theyever r ol |
continue to be presentandarouhch ey 6r e avail able, 0 a respondent st

Factors that reportedly contributed to this success included effectiveness of communication about
HomeWorks including the handen training, videos and messages alhtarneWorks and the

accessibility of state leadership, including their responsiveneggetiions from case managers,
participation in the brown bags in the region, an
Another tangible support for implementation from state leadership was funding for a consultant that was
coaching with linestaff aboutHomeWorks

Frontline staff in particular appreciated the availability of the leadership @aencase manager, self

described as fAistuck in my ways, 0 commented, AThi s
know that if | have a agstion on the UFACET, | am able to contact the higherlupsd on 8t have t o
for my boss to contact Pnosherbne waskertmade heraldch ct t he hi
eadership anal ogous to the r olngerstandwhatlaneViorkks c onnec
s and we can count on them when we call for back

I
[
call them and theyodére there, then that helps. o0

One identified gap in |l eadership GAlL/OfcesAment was
respondent explained that, Al think if we could g
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chiefs be part of these conversations, that <coul d
the why ofHomeWorksand giveus some feedback when they question what we are doing or they

di s agr e erhevhope was,uhat.with this increased understanding, a middle ground could be found

on cases where there was currently no agreement.

Consistent with findings from otheriegop ns, parti ci pantsodo views about a:
their roles in the system of caReflecting on the way things should be, a child protective investigator

of fered, ATo me, everyone that h diytoprovickesafatyofart of ¢
the child should be held accountal?dad have the same accountability and the reward of having a family
successfully compl ete a pr ogrAathe pmgatice leel, howeser,the t he s
general percepin was that there was too much accountability at the workerfevielh at i s why t he
expectancy is so shoithey have got to figure out a way to make that less focused aasbworkers

t hemsel ves, 0 o0 ne Theegievoibanother fietworlkexwad tlhat iffomalMorksfailed,

the accountability would be between the supervisors anch@vorkersA supervisor offered this

perception: Al would hope it would be somewhat sh
should be taking merof the responsibilityThey are the ones that are setting the standard and the
expectations and so, wultimately that does kind of

Upper management, on the other hand, saw themselves as accountable for the outdome$\airks

One leadeshared regional efforts to understand, from systematic data collection about family
characteristics, what were the factors and conditions that influenced removal deCisitais. criteria,

such as one or both parents incarcerated, homelessness, anpiettaanine dependent, appeared to be
drivers in these decisions. The question posed by one leader was whether there were some cases where
these barriers might be mitigated through a strong safety plan or intenkiomeservices.

In summary, the percapns of interviewees in the Salt Lake Valley Region were that key leaders were
actively involved irHomeWorksmplementation in ways that were helpful and promoted full
implementationThere was also agreement that key leaders in the child welfare systereducated
aboutHomeWorks although one respondent recommended further education for upper management in
the Attorney G®éffices Redadiiag the dedree@Ashadesl accountability for the
outcomes oHomeWorks respondent views varied according to their roléese findings were largely
consistent across both rounds of interviews.

Vision and Values

Key stakeholders expressed awaremessg thefirst round of interviewshat political changes over time

influenced whether removal decisions were made very conservatively with a heightened awareness of risk

or, with an emphasis on keeping childretheahome.As they described, part ofdhrationale for

HomeWorkswas to reduce the trauma of separating children and families and to keep more children

safely at homeStakeholders perceived that DCFS desiHedeWorksas a new practice model because

it more closely aligned with a social worlather than a legal) framewoi&takeholders spoke at length

about the benefits of maintaining children safely in their homes with their families and working hard with
families within theHomeWorkss r a mewor k bef ore attempt Cmldtenarer e i nv
so much better served in their homes with their familiese can effectively make change with the

parents in the homé&hereivasalso apeepapprebiaiontex@ressdd amongksonmes . 0
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interviewees about how it felt to laeparent in need of hel@ne interviewee explained their perception

that foster care sets parents wup for failure: nlt
youbre a parent tryilkHomeWorks wompk edArobine ]| aDsuesé aff e
a case goes into Court or foster care, itbés reall/l

There was recognition among stakeholders that social workers and legal partners had different priorities
and different working timefrags.Caseworkerslso recognized that foster care was necessary, but that
more can and should be done with families prior to a removal decision to keep families together whenever
possible HomeWorkswas desired by DCFS as a standardized framework to beproaetive with

families through the use of family engagement tools; it was seen as formalizing good case work, and it
was hoped that the formalization process would bring additional funds.

There was a clear and ubiquitous understanding among stakehbatétsmeWorkswas an operative
framework to increase the intensityinfhomeservices to stabilize families, maintain familial balance,

keep children safe, generate awareness of support services, and prevent families from returning to DCFS
through the @cognition and strengthening of protective factAréew stakeholders also mentioned

Structured Decision Making (SDM) and better assessment tools as facilitating the practice goal of making
good case work decisions based on the evidence presented.

Interviewees further described personal vision and values relatéoie\Worksthat aligned closely with

the rationale and goals of thaiver. Stakeholders reported that they would like toldemeWorksgrow

so that caseloads felomeWorksand foster care wetea | anced out over ti me: nHo
changes in the community, and we do good enough w
pl acements from occur r iimmhgmews p k &drldoméWwoksdorgrew, ne e di ng
interviewees recognizeatat it was necessary to show prevention of remoais. caseworker

highlighted that thédlomeWorksframework allowed many ways to creatively engage with and support
families.Many stakeholders echoed the idea that removal causes trauma and part éitalevggon of

HomeWorks as well as their personal vision, was to reduce the trauma of removal for children and

families by keeping children in their own homes, as expressed by one respondent:

|l 6m convinced that when een®remgnecafdyinbdheiecown i t 6 s bet
homes. .. for me, t hat 6sHomaWorksme sowunderstarmandla gi ng t
think what we have a commitment thildren do better in their own families and our work is to

try and help them be thesafely.

Stakeholders also expressed that this value was not held by all, particularly community stakeholders, and
that changing it would take tmE.x pl ai ned one interviewee, fAThey see
thing is 6webtltbias|l Kk DEFSemodedebdo

While there was continuity in how stakeholders descnbaigtergoals and rationale, stakeholders did not
agree that there was a consistently shared vision and set of values throughout the region among different
worker positions andxternal stakeholder&enerally, stakeholders perceived a shared vision for
HomeWorksas a family preservation and permanency model that aligned with past pradiees.
implementation for this framework, however, was perceived to be more purposefuganzed than
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past implementationglomeWorkseam members shared a vision of keeping children safely with their
families, but there was uncertainty about whetheriHomeWorksteams in the region shared the same

level of excitement, especially if and whegses were passed on because children could not be kept in the
home.

There was overall agreement that the principlddarheWorkswere shared bin-homecaseworkers in

the region and that the state had presented a very clear mission and motives to keep children in their
homesHowever, there was some uncertainty abotdtrecturing positions and teams to support the
HomeWorksmodel as well as some conceaver differences in vision between offices in the regidris
concern was especially apparent regarding staff who were not on desigoatetorkseams; many

were unsure of how they fit into the nesesdsifamewor
they'reHomeWorkscases, so | wish it was a little more clear, and there was a little more focus on CPS
andfostercardecause | think webhheme emild ye ,cd emnme arbeoupgon d

Though it was reported that Cle&sewaokersdid not totally share in the vision, responses showed they
had an increased awareness alttameWorksand were asking about it in case transfer meetings.

The recognized, inherent conflict between social workers and members of the legal systethevas in
process of being worked out through continuing education and conversation between DCFS and external
stakeholderswhile the enegjoal of keeping children safe was the same, the framework for attaining that
goal remained at oddSocial worker and legéimeframes were perceived differently, with more time
pressure coming from the legal systémar example, there was individual variability in the legal system:

The court is still trying to get used tddmeWork$ and depending on the attorney [and judge

some of them would like us to get involved sooner than we do versus trying to maintain without

them.l went to a court hearing where we did élomeWorksprocess; we had our safety plan,

we had this, we had that, daonndd tt hteh ijnukd gteh a to oikse dt
she wasnodot happy with us.

During thesecond round of interviewsespondents consistently agreed that the rationale for
implementing the IVE Waiver was to reduce instances of removal and foster care placement, and to
strengthen the ability of DCFS to help keep children with their families, especially those who could
benefit from services but did not need court interventsamilarly, some respondents saw the rationale

for HomeWorksas a way to provide more intensive vadhny services up front, thus reducing cases going
through the court syster®ne reason frequently cited was that the trauma of removal was at least as bad
as the trauma of remaining in the home, with many respondents citing a strong research basgeldn this f
One respondent described thHemeWorksapproach as working through the trauma rather than shifting to
another kind of traumadditionally, many interviewees saw the purpose ofwthéseras a redistribution

of resources and funding betweerhiome ad foster care services, with one person describing/ainaer

as a way to reallocate funding that was tied up in foster Cdiner respondents saw the rationale of the
waiveras a way to provide more structure and accessibility to the family presenvetita with which
manycaseworkersvere already familiar.

Respondents widely agreed that the goals oigerwere to reduce the trauma of removal and provide
intensive services to families in order to safely keep children in their h@wesral respndents
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emphasized the importance of educating and empowering families through use of protective factors in

order to create more stability at home and avoid continuous involvement with the court system.

Interviewees also mentioned that connecting famibesommunity resources lorigrm was integral to

the goals oHomeWorks Finally, some comments reflectedseworkel® under st anding t hat
HomeWorkswas t o provide more guidance and direction t
couch and talking about Aontemi thesaiverwas asmachabout h t hei r
refining internal practice as it was about changing interastbetween DCFS and the families they serve.

Respondents had many ideas about what they would like to see achieved as a resudiioéthdany
interviewees were hopeful abddomeWorksand felt that the objectives of having stronger connections
with community partners and families would not only lead to better outcomes for children and families,
but an improved image of DCFS as w8legardingcommunity partners, one respondent wanted to see
an improved partnership between DCFS and the judicial systgrtaining that the two could be at odds
with each other because DCFS was operating according to a particular phildsopteyork$ and the
judicial system was not, and had ultimate power over decisitisrespondent also hoped to see legal
partnersview the UFACET and SDM as legitimate measures, allowing for smoother interactions and
stronger agreement on the use of such tools as evidence.

Some respondents wanted to see better funding-foorime services with stronger commitment from the
stateto fund the project longerm.Along with this wish to have a more stable funding source was
significant interest in having manageable caseloads and hiring more caseworkers in understaffed areas.
One respondent expressed the neetHtoneWorkscaseworkerso have more authority to operate

according to thevaiverprotocol of spending more time with families before getting courts involved;

some felt pressure from legal partners to do eordéred services rather than voluntaviyltiple

respondents stated theigsire to see thome services, rather than foster care, make up the majority of
DCFS cases. Overall, respondents envisioned sustainability and hoped that leaders would continue to
work through challenges and find ways to ensure maintenance lddtheWorls philosophy.

The majority of respondents expressed that thewaxdkers and DCFS leadership shared the same vision

and values of keeping children safely in the home andHbiateWorksvas fAnot a program, |
of doi ng c ®omérdspombts Meationed tldat this vision was shared mostly e

caseworkersut that it was spreading to foster caaseworkerss it became more engrained over time.

Others felt that the concepts were well understood, even amongaS@&8orkerdMany respodents

noticed that legal and other community partners seemed to be responding more favétabigWdorks

and that judges, attorneys, and social workers were all starting to speak the same language:

Courts and community partners [and] other stakehollgsde of DCFS are jumping on board

and theyodédre getting it. They see what wedre | o
what our intent is and whatdésé where wedre try
boughtoffonityets o ¢ But | think ités going more smoot h

One respondent noted that some judges and attorneys were asking for language around protective factors
and the UFACET to be tied into court reports.
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On the other hand, some responsdgated digression among external agencies or partners, described as

being unclear about the goalsikdmeWorksor how it shoul d function for t
system has their own vVvision of w ht a. Additionallyssbneu | d be,
respondents described legal partners as having a different interpretation of risk than DCFS, leading to
disagreement about efforts to leave children in their home in instances when they otherwise might have

been removedVhile thesdifferences in vision showed improvement from the beginning of

implementation in this region, they remained a notable barrier to a more unified partnership among DCFS

and external agencies.

Environment

Environment was discussed in terms of several fadteechiding the organizational climate of DCFS,

staff support, communication with external stakeholders, community and political support, and available
resourcesThere was nearly universal staff support (caseworkers and supervisdishniekVorks

expressé during thefirst round of interviewsFor the rollout oHomeWorksn the Salt Lake Valley
Region,caseworkersvere interviewed to be on th#omeWorksteam, resulting in a sefelected team of
individuals highly passionate and committed to carrying-HmrheWorks For this group, the
HomeWorksframework and relationships with families was at the core of doing good social work.
Caseworkers also praised their supervisors:

Hebés | ooking for specific | anguageoldngusour | ogs
accountable forthaAnd we [ have] staff|[ings] weekly or ac
in the cases and sayAndiglay knlmavw e AYydw et mioe d cte
on these four protective factors, how aboutthisf t h one ?0

There was support expressed from both new and old staff, with older staff acknowledging that sometimes
it was difficult to shift gears and systems of practiégmart from theHomeWorksspecific team, it was

generally believed that staff in the region suppoHecheWorks fil t hink i n gener al e
idea [ofHomeWork$. Somecaseworkersvould prefer doing foster care cases because you have more
control of thingsYou know whee the kidisYou know t hat they're safe, for

One issue that arose in the interviews, however, was the feeling thdinhengaseworkers saw
HomeWorksas the latest program of many rolled out during their careers, and they resisteithidging
different way.However, there was also a strong feeling that resistance was lessening and caseworkers
who were initially opposed were beginning to embrace the key principlésmé&Works

In relation to community and political support, DCFS stadders expressed a strong desire for
community education and not wanting t@onderewagser cei v
expressed by interviewees that while information regarding the volume of calls and cases DCFS takes on

was publicly sared, individual stories (due to issues with confidentiality) werdmietviewees also

di scussed the mediabs tendency to report informat
articles regarding positive aspects of the work DCFS does fidrehiand familiesThis idea was echoed

more than once by multiple interviewees:
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[We need] more awareness in the community of what DCFS does because if we make the news,
itdéds al ways becauseSwmft haant éGaswfwd r,y matiachiedlxl hee csatsie
DCFS versus we really do try to keep families
trying to keep them with familyAnd that removal is last resort, not first come.

Education and time were expressed as needed elementsimiuoity buyin to HomeWorks There was

concern from community stakeholders that children would be left in dangerous situBtiereswere

mixed opinions of community buiy; for example, courts were perceived as questioHiomeWorks

but there was the & that time, greater understanding oftdoeneWorksframework, and seeing

statistical results would build support in the court sysfEmere was a general feeling that there was a

lack of community support due to lack of knowledge and negative perceptiD@FS by families, or

concern for child safety by courtsand schoBle sul t s or a fisuccessful track
necessary to grow community biry.

Courts were often perceived as particularly problematic in achieving support and Asyire
respondent described,

The biggest change that | would like to see is the judges get more onboard with it because they
obviously feel a |l ot of I|liability when working
i n the home éhing dls& encenhiey shart seeing a successful track record, they have
more...evidence of support.

The increased referrals of clients for intensivame family therapy was well received, respondents
believed, as it increased business for therapistsas also noted that identifying funding sources for
service providers would promote biry

There was little knowledge among stakeholders about the types of outreach carried out in the community
beyond workeiinitiated wordof-mouth as they connectedtiwvservice agencies and schodlkere was

mention of communitywide immersion events where community partners were invited téodgy

activity and information sessions. Outreach at these events varied, with some being well attended and
others not.

Regarding political support or outreath gainpolitical buy-in, one interviewee expressed a desire for
DCFS to establish more outreach HemheWorksindthewgoatsh t he
of the program.

One area emphasized by stakehadeas continuing to develop relationships with attorneys and judges.

This included suggestions to discuss cases prior to arriving at the courtroom as well as suggestions from
judges for caseworkers to include greater specificity in the detail of theitsepal to make
recommendati ons i n r epor Mae your ddseRtiek yguonack ouAreddy mme n d a
the way, we trustyolWe wan't t he r Regardimpeomrduaitaiion with the courts, it was

also recommended that judges receive SDpld at es and safety plans prior
be in the | oop, be part of the strategy. o
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Interviewees expressed a need to leave families with something tangible that de$onitediorkson
one page or a single pamphlet so that they coedgb kit to read between their first encounter with a CPS

worker and initiating services with a DCFS caseworker. CPS i nt er vi ewee expl ainec
short spiel about iHfomeWorky , but |1 6m not one hundr edenpeirtcoesnt f
the best thing for you and they want something tangiblewoul d | ove t o give them ¢

This interviewee also shared that they had visitedHtireeWorkswebsite and could not find any brief
descriptions of the program that they abptint to provide to families, and thtdomeWorkswebsite was

not yet available to the public, so the link could not be shared with families and legal stakeholders as an
educational resource.

Finally, respondents also spoke at length about the servae Access to services and funding for

services were the two strongest themes in this &iest, stakeholders recognized that they had access to
more resources than other regions; however, there was still a strong call for greater access, especially in
cases where resources and services were available byrabdiitive, or the wait time was prohibitive of
needed enroliment and participati®@ubstance abuse and mental hegdthted services were reportedly

in high demandCaseworkers saw parents whanted to enroll in drug abuse treatment programs but

could not affordo orworked with parents who needed concurrent and immediate help with drugs and
mental health but could not access services in a timely manner; both availability and access were crucial
for maintaining child safetyl'he critical nature of immediate accessé¢ovices was reiterated across
numerous interviews.

Second, funding was perceived as a major barrier to accessing care, and it was not cleavadhagrthe
implementation had affected funding forhiome cases in a positive w&@ne respondent descrihe

We are struggling right now when we have kids
other insurances for therapeutic resources that can be really diffcifithe children need

psychol ogi cal or axpansivel woukdgeally likgtp se¢ fanding&liftta eal | y
some inhome cases as opposed to always for foster care cases.

Therapy was a significant, financially unsupported need fboome casedVillingness of some

therapists to work with #mome families eéportedly varied; many therapists would go into homes, but
some were less willing to work with-imome cases involving DCFS because they might become involved
in court.Willingness of mental health providers to approve inpatient drug treatment was me:aisome
significant issue, in that clients needed this service but due to the higher cost of the program, it was not
recommended by the mental health provider.

Adequate funding was also recognized as a driving factor for wraparound care and afterdaresiagd

was reported to be an obstacle for many famikes. i nt er vi ewee expl ai ned, nlt
focus on treatment issues if theyodore working on h
necessiti/nsthetintekvieweexplarted tidat there was a six to eight month waiting list for
county housing, but that these same parents had c
time. Residential treatment programs for men were also seen as lacking and particulagiyaticbl

when men needed to be the custodial parent when t
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Caseworkers reported creative strategies to match family needs with existing services despite challenges
posed by limited availability and fundin@ne caseworker gavan example of how they arranged for
families to pursue treatment when treatment options were not immediately available:

| say, go to AA or go to these interim groups or get involved with Ytda.know, and | made up

a form for them to have whereveethgo, have them sign it, give me their phone number so | can
veri fy that Cause atsourbvath afl that tine beéore they get in the treatment, what
is the family doing?

Furthermore, interviewees discussed a tendency for providers tattigse expensive placement options

and levels of care for children with intense needs, see if they fail, and then proceed to more expensive
formsofcareil under stand they are entrusted with the
sometimes yoneed to get in on the front end of fixing a problem with a kid and not let him/her bounce
through a bunch of placements or commit a bunch of crimes before you finally get to the placement or

l evel of care that we Theskidevdl af thexapists wasatso raidedaskn d 6 s
issue specifically,whether they had sufficient client experience and practice handling cases of extreme
trauma.

Findings from thesecond round of interviewsere fairly consistenOverall, respondents hadgitve
perceptions of internal support, but many comments indicated mixed opinions about community provider
support and a general lack of support among legal parfitezsnajority of responses reflected a very
supportive environment among frontlinesewokersand supervisorskeasons that staff were supportive

of the program varied; some appreciated the focus on keeping families together, and some valued the
direction and structure ¢fomeWorks including its emphasis on purposeful activities.

On the catrary, one interviewee pointed out that the constant drive towards purpose could be
overwhelming, especially considering that many caseworkers struggled with high cadétvesiger,
respondents mostly expressed positive sentiments about the new apgittas@iyeral pointing out that
support was so strong fetomeWaorksbecause it was more clearly based on research, and some

observing that cases seemed to remain closed more often, rather than reopening a few months after they
were closed, which had beeonamon prior tatHomeWorks

Several iRhome and CPS caseworkers described their team members as being on bdaodneitforks
and willing to work together to problem solve and encourage each other. The sense of support and
teamwork shared by respondents wagecially important when facing challenges, such as the ongoing
struggle to appropriately respond to higgk casesOne CPS worker discussed the benefit of learning
from in-homecaseworkerand felt they had learned a lot by hearing them talk abointsthecess stories.

Many caseworkerslescribed their supervisors as being very supportiv4ooieWorks demonstrated by
their regular discussion of protective factors and tools and their positive attitude and excitement about the

program and its usefune®©®ne supervisor, for example, was descr

HomeWorks He understands the philosophy, does coaching around it, is very clear about what
expectations he has for us. 0 These esweressnas ons
crucial to the overall acceptance of change, especially their perceptions of poor past implementations.
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Some respondents shared feedback about troubling aspects of the program. One commented that
HomeWorksseemed to be geared towards WHAiteerican families and did not sufficiently take into
consideration cultural differences in parentiAdditionally, one interviewee posited that some
experienceadaseworkerstill had a hard time reconciling their roles undertoeneWorksframework,
paricularly those who saw their work in more of a therapeutic light:

| think they were sort of set in their ways in the family preservation ddnesy. kind of... They

were used to being considered therapists, rigkeé we considered themtiea mi | i es &6 t her a
in a lot of ways, and they would go out and do family therapy and couples' therapy or whatever it
wasAnd we tried to kind of turn away from that
which, you know, for legal reasons, | thitlkat made sense, but | think that that was again a hard
transition for a lot of people.

This response suggests that previous family preservation programs in this region had a more therapeutic
nature compared tdomeWorks a finding that was quite distinfrom other regionsThis respondent felt

that the shift taHomeWorkshad largely resolved this dilemma, in that it pushed scaseworkerso

leave and pursue more therajated work, while newaraseworkersvere trained in thelomeWorks
modelanddiddat f ace the same conflict. Overall, respond
to HomeWorkshelped most to gain their support, and continuing the practice would be even more

beneficial all around.

Some of the abovmentioned challenges weegplored further in reflections on the DCFS organizational
climate.Several respondents brought up concerns with turnover and its impact on the work environment

as well as the successkdbmeWorksOne i nter vi ewee el abor atveed, fiYou K
really badé Essentially they had all of the fami/l
own jobs, and not everybody gotthem backh at was Yad dewd8® treat peopl e
Other comments reflected frustration with higtseloads and not enough staff to effectively adhere to the

model ofHomeWorks especially with its emphasis on spending more time with famiies.respondent

explained that, althougHomeWorkswas intended to be a shorterm intervention, many of theses

were still going through the courts, a factor that was seen as outside the control of thea@ker.

additional step lengthened the process and made caseloads unmanageable.

While most respondents had a positive experience with the training and implementettomeWorks

several expressed concerns about barriers that related to the general climate @&dad-6f these

comments reflected the distinction made early in th@ementation process betweerhiome

caseworkers who wer e HomdWearkswe d k € b s a 6 cateavorkemndo were 8ot,

even though they were still expected to implemémineWorkspracticesOne respondent felt there was

poor communication beten irhome and CP8aseworkersnd suggested that it would be more

effective to have smaller team meetings in order to facilitate better understanding of what each team could
offer the other.

Another area of concern related to communication betweemastiration and frontine caseworkers
Some respondents shared the view that fioetcaseworkersvere left out of important decisioriBhey
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